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Abstract 
The purpose of this research was to investigate cyclist safety within successful international public 
bicycle hire schemes and compare it to Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme to determine if poor cyclist 
safety is a contributing factor to the lack of success the scheme has experienced.  
A literature review was undertaken to determine trends in cyclist safety amongst international and 
national bicycle hire schemes. The main topics of cyclist safety that were focused on for the literature 
review were the roles of infrastructure, helmet use and perceptions related to cycling.  
The information found from the literature review helped to draw conclusions on cyclist safety trends 
and help formulate research questions to explore further. The main reoccurring trend in the 
literature was that countries with the highest cycling rates also had the lowest rate of accident risk 
for cyclists (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009).  Literature suggested that the way to increase cycling rates 
and to replicate such a trend within Brisbane and the CityCycle scheme would be to repeal the 
mandatory helmet laws and to increase infrastructure that positively promotes cycling for all 
demographics. The role of infrastructure in the CityCycle scheme was chosen to explore further, from 
which the following research question was asked: does the current infrastructure within Brisbane 
provide perceived and actual safety to all types of users of the CityCycle scheme? 
A method of gathering data was designed to assess the proposed research question. A quantitative 
research method approach was used on this case study on the state of infrastructure within Brisbane 
and how it affects the CityCycle scheme. A modified evaluation model was used for assessing the 
safety components of cycling infrastructure within a specific target area in Brisbane chosen for its 
broad range of infrastructure. The results were expressed in tabular form as well as maps 
highlighting the scores for each piece of infrastructure. 
The results indicated that there were clearly areas where the current infrastructure within Brisbane 
does not support cyclist safety. The key problems with infrastructure included: cycle lane widths, 
inconsistencies with infrastructure at intersections, limited cycling routes for inexperienced cyclists 
and lack of connectivity between cycling infrastructure.  
It was concluded that these shortfalls in actual and perceived safety would be impacting the 
CityCycle scheme and the number of trips that it generates. 
The following recommendations were proposed to increase the perceived and actual safety of 
cyclists: 
 Cycle lanes where parallel parking is present need to be widened wherever road reserve 
widths allow it, to at least the minimum Austroads standard of 3.7 metres wide 
 Linemarking and waiting areas need to be clearly marked for cyclists at both signalised and 
unsignalised intersections 
 Expanding the cycle path network to promote other routes for inexperienced cyclists to ride 
 Filling in the cycling infrastructure gaps to increase the connectivity of infrastructure 
The implementation of these recommendations would help to improve trip numbers in the CityCycle 
scheme and also help to increase general cycling rates within Brisbane. 
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CHAPTER 1  Introduction 
1.1 Outline of the Study 
This research aimed to investigate cyclist safety within successful international public bicycle hire 
schemes and compare it to Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme, to determine if poor cyclist safety is a 
contributing factor to the lack of success the scheme has experienced since its inception. The findings 
allowed conclusions to be drawn on cyclist safety in Brisbane, its effect on the CityCycle scheme and 
recommendations for improving cyclist safety to be made. The overall scope of this research is 
outlined in chapter 1.4. 
 
1.2 Introduction 
Bicycle sharing systems have significantly increased in popularity since the first large-scale system 
was implemented in Copenhagen in 1995 (Earth Policy Institute 2013). During the late-1990s, bike 
sharing systems were more widespread in European countries such as Denmark and France where 
major cities had a higher rate of bicycle users amongst its citizens (Earth Policy Institute 2013). 
During the mid-2000s, issues such as global warming, air pollution and environmental degradation 
received worldwide attention, which prompted countries to start promoting environmentally 
sustainable transport, reducing emissions and encouraging citizens to lower their carbon footprint 
(Elvik 2009). As governments looked for ways to reduce motorist numbers and promote alternate 
methods of commuting to work during this period, bike sharing systems were being implemented in 
countries across the globe at a rapid rate (Earth Policy Institute 2013). Figure 1 shows the increase in 
the number of countries implementing bike sharing systems over the period of January 2000 to April 
2013. 
 
Figure 1 - Countries with Bike-Sharing Programs (Earth Policy Institute 2013) 
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In 2010, shortly after the large increase in popularity of public bicycle hire schemes, Melbourne and 
Brisbane constructed the first stages of the Melbourne Bike Share and the CityCycle (Brisbane City 
Council 2013; State Government of Victoria 2013). 
Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme is currently operated by JCDecaux in conjunction with the Brisbane City 
Council and was designed to replicate the system of the highly successful Vélib’ scheme from Paris, 
France. It was built in two stages and currently has 2,000 bikes spread over 150 stations located 
around the CBD, Coronation Drive, St Lucia, West End and New Farm (Brisbane City Council 2013). 
To hire a CityCycle bike, users must be 17 years old and have paid a subscription fee online before a 
bike can be hired. Subscriptions range from daily and weekly passes for spontaneous users to the 
long-term subscriptions of three and twelve months which are aimed at Brisbane residents and 
commuters. Once a subscription is purchased, users can hire a bike from one of the 150 terminals 
and ride for up to a period of 24 hours. If the bike is not returned to a station within 24 hours, it is 
considered to be stolen and the credit card on which the subscription was purchased is debited $330  
(Brisbane City Council 2013). The fees for hiring a CityCycle bike are structured to promote shorter 
trips as Figure 2 shows. As long as the bike is returned to a station every 30 minutes, cyclists can ride 
for free all day. 
 
Figure 2- CityCycle subscription and hire fees (Brisbane City Council 2013) 
While CityCycle bikes are able to be returned at any time, users are restricted to hiring bikes between 
5:00am and 10:00pm each day. If there are no bike racks available at the station where a user wants 
to return a bike, by swiping their user card they will receive 15 free minutes and be shown where the 
nearest terminals with spaces available are (Brisbane City Council 2013). 
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CityCycle users are also required to wear helmets when they are using the service, as is required by 
Queensland road rules (Department of Transport and Main Roads 2013). Helmets must either be 
brought by the user, or purchased or hired from an approved retailer (Brisbane City Council 2013). 
Brisbane City Council supplied 400 courtesy helmets in August, 2011, some of which are still attached 
to bikes which gives users another possible helmet option (Brisbane Times 2011). 
While CityCycle users are required to use helmets by law, other countries with public bicycle hire 
schemes around the world have varying degrees of helmet laws. The majority of countries, especially 
in Europe have no helmet laws, with the other countries only enforcing mandatory helmet use in 
children (Bicycle Helmet Research Foundation 2012).  There are also a limited number of countries 
such as South Africa that have mandatory helmet laws but are not enforced by police at all (Bicycle 
Helmet Research Foundation 2012). The only other country who has mandatory helmet laws that are 
enforced is New Zealand (Bicycle Helmet Research Foundation 2012). Auckland had a public bicycle 
hire scheme called Nextbike which opened in 2009 but was abandoned in 2010 after running at a loss 
(Dearnaley 2010). 
 
1.3 The Problem 
Since the launch of CityCycle in 2010, it has been unable to attract a significant subscriber base, 
which many of the other international bicycle hire schemes have had. In April 2011, seven months 
after it had opened, it had more than 1,000 bicycles available at 100 stations but was averaging 250-
300 trips per day (Brisbane Times 2011). This meant that more than two thirds of the bikes were not 
being used at all.  
In response to the low trip numbers being made throughout the first year of the CityCycle scheme, 
Brisbane City Council announced a range of improvements to the service, which was based on 
community feedback. The following changes took effect from the 22nd of August 2011: 
 $2 daily subscription - Reduced from $11. 
 $11 weekly subscription - New type of subscription. 
 Webmobile - Allowing users to subscribe to CityCycle with a smartphone. 
 Courtesy helmets - Helmets were attached to 400 CityCycle bikes to allow users to make 
more spontaneous journeys. 
 Corporate subscriptions - Businesses and organisations could have any number of 
subscriptions in their company and organisation names to pass on to staff. 
 Express cards - Used to save time for long term subscribers. After activation, it could be 
swiped at the terminal to allow quick access to CityCycle bikes. 
 Phone subscription - Allowing users to subscribe to CityCycle via a phone call. 
(Brisbane City Council 2011) 
The number of weekly trips went up by 72% to 2,530 trips per week in the three months after the 
changes were implemented by Brisbane City Council (The Courier Mail 2011). Figure 3 shows the 
increase in trips numbers, especially from short term subscribers, after the implementation of 
Brisbane City Council’s changes to the CityCycle scheme. The success was mainly attributed to the 
implementation of the 400 courtesy helmets to help increase spontaneous use and the reduction in a 
daily subscription from $11 to $2. However, Brisbane City Council audits revealed that approximately 
250 of the 400 helmets disappeared during the trial period (The Courier Mail 2011). Brisbane City 
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Council declared that the initial three month trial of the courtesy helmets was a success, regardless 
of the helmets that went missing and chose to distribute 500 more helmets amongst the CityCycle 
stations during the first two weeks of December 2011 (The Courier Mail 2011). 
 
Figure 3 - CityCycle trips from October 2010 to November 2011 (Fishman. et al. 2012) 
There has been a lot of speculation over why the CityCycle has received much lower trip numbers 
when compared to other public bicycle hire schemes. Fishman, Washington and Haworth (2012) 
found that the main concerns for current and potential users were: 
 Lack of spontaneity - Users wanted an on-the-spot subscription process and 24/7 operating 
hours to allow for an alternate means of travel at times when public transport is not 
available. 
 Helmet accessibility and usage - Not being able to access a helmet immediately reduced the 
spontaneity of trips. 25% expressed not wanting to wear a helmet as a barrier to using the 
CityCycle scheme. 
 Lack of infrastructure - Many bicycle users felt that there were large areas in Brisbane that 
cyclists could not safely travel on due to the lack of bicycle lanes, crossings and also narrow 
lane widths to safely allow motorists to overtake riders. 
 Perception of safety - The consensus was that riding on Brisbane roads is very dangerous and 
that motorists are oblivious to bicycle riders while driving. However, CityCycle users felt that 
they were treated with greater levels of consideration by motorists compared to when they 
ride their own bike. This was considered possibly due to the fact motorists can see the bright 
yellow bikes easier or that there is a perception that CityCycle users are novices or tourists 
with less experience on bikes.  
The findings of Fishman, Washington and Haworth (2012) are supported by a recent survey of more 
than 1,000 women by the Cycling Promotion Foundation (2013), which found that: 
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 The main safety concerns among 66 percent of women involved motor vehicles due to 
speed, volume and distracted drivers. 
 90 percent of women agreed that government should improve cycling facilities by providing 
more bike paths and lanes. 
 60 percent of women stated that they would like to cycle more often. 
 50 percent of women identified an improvement in current infrastructure would be the main 
way to encourage them to cycle more. 
Clearly the current infrastructure that is available to cyclists is not perceived as being safe, especially 
by women. 
The latest figures show that there were 18,620 CityCycle trips in March 2013 (Feeney 2013). This 
equates to approximately 0.4 trips per bike per day, meaning that there are still a large number of 
CityCycle bikes which are not being used each day. This is complete contrast to a system such as 
Paris’ public bicycle hire scheme Velib’, which consists of approximately 1,200 stations, 18,000 
bicycles and achieves up to 120,000 trips each day (Nair et al. 2013). This equates to around 6.66 
trips per bike per day. Therefore, Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme has not been achieving a reasonable 
trip rate when compared to successful international schemes. 
 
1.4 Research Objectives 
The objectives of this research are as follows: 
 Research background information on public bicycle hire schemes. 
 Review literature on cyclist safety within international and national bicycle hire schemes. 
 Analyse information to determine the state of cyclist safety in successful bicycle hire 
schemes. 
 Design a method to gather data on an aspect of cyclist safety within Brisbane’s CityCycle 
scheme. 
 Analyse results to determine if the current Brisbane CityCycle scheme differs from successful 
bicycle hire schemes. 
 Draw conclusions on the CityCycle scheme and propose any possible changes to the system. 
 Submit an academic dissertation on the research. 
As time permits: 
 Analyse information on mandatory helmet laws in Australia and define how they affect 
public bicycle hire schemes. 
 
1.5 Conclusions 
The CityCycle scheme has not been able to achieve a successful number of trips per day when 
compared with other international schemes such as Velib’ (Fishman, Washington & Haworth 2012; 
Nair et al. 2013). Brisbane City Council listened to community feedback on the CityCycle scheme and 
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made some attempts to improve it. While there was a definite increase in trip numbers, especially 
from short term users, it did not increase to a standard that could rival international schemes.  
There was a need to research more into cyclist safety within international schemes that have proven 
to be far more successful than Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme. The study by Fishman, Washington and 
Haworth (2012) showed that limited bicycle infrastructure on Brisbane roads was a major concern for 
bicycle users. Bicycle infrastructure in international cities and its effectiveness was reviewed to 
determine if similar infrastructure could be implemented in Brisbane. 
The other major difference between international successful schemes and the Australian schemes is 
the mandatory helmet law in Australia. The fact that Melbourne Bike Share has only achieved 
142,906 trips in 2012 or the equivalent of 0.65 trips per bike per day makes it appear that the 
mandatory helmet law in Australia is the reason behind the lack of success. (Price 2013) The 
effectiveness of helmets and the mandatory helmet law was also considered in this research as 
removing the law or amending it to only be applicable to children could be one of the best ways to 
increase trip numbers. 
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CHAPTER 2  Literature Review 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter is a literature review of key elements that represent cyclist safety and the user’s 
perception of safety whilst using a bicycle from a public bicycle hire scheme. While the large majority 
of literature on public bicycle hire schemes is on modelling and implementation, there was a 
considerable amount of literature on general cycling. As public bicycle hire schemes typically share 
the same infrastructure as regular cyclists and are just another way for people to cycle, literature on 
general cycling was used to help draw questions and conclusions on cyclist safety within public 
bicycle hire schemes. 
The elements of cyclist safety that were reviewed consist of perceptions related to cycling, helmet 
usage and infrastructure.  
The perceptions people have of cycling and public bicycle hire schemes influence their choices when 
it comes to cycling (De Geus et al. 2008). A review of the perceptions of cyclists in countries with high 
cycling rates helps to evaluate what influences their choice to ride a bicycle. A review of the 
perceptions of cyclists within Australia allows a comparison with other countries to be made and 
determine the factors that change people’s perception of cycling. 
Helmets play a considerable role in the safety of cyclists in Australia, due to the mandatory helmet 
law. Literature was reviewed to determine how effective helmets are at preventing injuries and what 
the helmet usage rates are of countries that don’t have helmet requirements.  
Bicycle infrastructure plays an important part in separating cyclists from motorists and decreasing 
the chance of collisions. A literature review of infrastructure in international countries with high 
cycling rates allows the effectiveness of infrastructure amongst those countries to be determined 
and comparisons made on the state of Brisbane’s current bicycle infrastructure. 
A review of the mandatory helmet law in Australia and other countries was undertaken to determine 
how the introduction of the law has affected the number of cyclists, the percentage that wear 
helmets and the change in injuries to cyclists. The review helps in drawing conclusions on how 
repealing or amending the mandatory helmet law in Australia would affect the safety of cyclists using 
a public bicycle hire scheme. 
 
2.2 Perceptions 
There are a large number of factors that will determine how someone will psychologically interact 
with or perceive a public bicycle hire scheme or even cycling in general (De Geus et al. 2008). A 
review of literature on cyclists’ perception of safety, motorists’ perception of cyclists, demographic 
perceptions of cycling, community perceptions of cycling as well as perceptions of helmets helps to 
reveal what factors influence a cyclist’s choice to ride a bicycle. 
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2.2.1 Cyclists’ Perception of Safety 
The most important psychological factor in a cyclist’s decision to ride a bicycle is if they perceive that 
they will be safe while riding (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013).  A cyclist’s perception of safety can be 
influenced by a number of factors including: 
 Bicycle infrastructure - A lack of infrastructure for cyclists or inadequate upkeep of 
infrastructure will increase the perceived risk of an accident with motorists or obstacles. 
 Equipment - The state of a user’s bike, helmet and riding attire will influence their perceived 
safety and also their perceived safety if involved in an accident. 
 Motorist behaviour - The behaviour of motorists will affect the perceived risk of an accident 
if cycling on roads. 
 Traffic volumes - The amount of traffic on the roads and how quickly traffic is moving will 
influence the perception of safety of the rider. 
 Media and advertising - News articles and reports on cyclist accidents, road rage from 
motorists as well as positive articles on new cycling routes will positively or negatively affect 
the perception of safety. 
(Aultman-Hall & Kaltenecker 1999; Garrard, Rose & Lo 2008; Parkin, Wardman & Page 2007; 
Rosen, Cox & Horton 2007) 
The role of infrastructure in the perception of cyclist safety is critical, as it provides the barrier 
between cyclists and motorists. There is a wide range of infrastructure that can be used to promote 
cycling but the most commonly used ones are cycle lanes on roads, separate cycle paths and also 
bicycle crossings at intersections (Pucher, Dill & Handy 2010). 
When cycling on roads, either with or without designated cycle lanes it is important that the passing 
traffic does not impact on a cyclist’s physical or psychological ability to ride. If a cyclist is anxious 
about passing traffic while riding and not focusing on obstacles and traffic signals, it will increase the 
cyclist’s risk of an accident. Parkin and Meyers (2010) quoted the Federal Highway Administration 
report, which suggests that the tolerance limit of a lateral force being exerted on a cyclist from 
passing traffic is 16 newtons. This is equivalent to a heavy goods vehicle passing 1.2 metres from a 
cyclist while travelling at 80 km/h (Parkin & Meyers 2010). If traffic were to pass any closer to the 
cyclist or pass at a greater speed, then the force imposed would start to physically and 
psychologically affect them. However, comfort levels and tolerance limits can vary between cyclists 
depending on how experienced they are. 
Parkin, Wardman and Page (2007) used video clips taken from a cyclist’s perspective in a study of 
perceived cycling risk and route acceptability. The study included 144 commuters and found that 
bicycle facilities along trafficked routes only minimally reduced the perceived risk of the route. 
However, there was a major reduction of perceived risk of a route that contained off-road or 
adjacent to the road bicycle facilities. 
These results are supported by a recent study in Australia by the Cycling Promotion Foundation 
(2013) which found that 90 percent of women thought that the government should improve bicycle 
infrastructure by providing more cycle paths. A call from women for more infrastructure which 
separates cyclists and motorists is due to respondents expressing that their main safety concerns 
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involved the speed and volume of cars and trucks as well as distracted drivers (Cycling Promotion 
Foundation 2013).  
McClintock and Cleary (1996) states that the fear of involvement in an accident, remains the key 
reported deterrent to widespread cycle use. As cycle paths separate motorists from cyclists, usually 
with a physical barrier such as a kerb or landscaping, the perception of safety of a cycle path is much 
higher than in a bicycle lane with overtaking traffic.  
The statement by McClintock and Cleary (1996) is supported by a study from Lawson et al. (2013). 
The study looked to identify the key factors that influence a cyclist’s perception of safety while riding 
in Dublin City. A survey of 1,954 existing cyclists was used as a dataset within an ordered logistic 
regression model to determine the factors. The model identified negative driver attitude as a key 
factor which affects the perception of safety of cyclists. 
The reoccurring theme within literature is that motorist behaviour has the biggest influence on the 
perception of safety of cyclists. Cycling infrastructure is also mentioned as a big influence, due to the 
separation it provides from motorists.  
2.2.2 Motorists’ Perception of Cyclists 
The perception that motorists have when they identify a cyclist cycling on a road plays a large factor 
in their behaviour when driving near them (Walker 2007). There are a number of key details that a 
motorist will consider when observing a cyclist. These factors include: riding position on the road, use 
of a helmet and other safety equipment, type of bicycle, gender and age (Walker 2007). It is also 
possible for motorists to have a preconceived negative perception of cyclists, due to previous 
encounters (Walker 2007). How a motorist acts towards a cyclist will have a major influence on the 
cyclist’s perception of safety in future trips, especially if the perception is a negative one (Lawson et 
al. 2013). 
Road rage and aggressive behaviour from motorists on cyclists is very detrimental to the cyclist’s 
perception of safety in the future (Lawson et al. 2013). A study of 270 people in the UK by Lajunen, 
Parker and Stradling (1998) on the factors that cause aggressive behaviour in motorists, found that 
the top factor causing road rage towards cyclists is when cyclists ride in the middle of a traffic lane, 
causing traffic to slow. However, it was also found that road rage is far more likely to result from 
frustration towards a combination of issues while driving, such as: tailgating, traffic jams, slow drivers 
in outside lanes, etc (Lajunen, Parker & Stradling 1998). 
While aggressive behaviour from motorists is an issue that negatively affects the perception of a 
cyclist’s safety, it does not represent how the majority of motorists act. A study by Walker (2007) 
evaluated how riding position on the road, helmet use, vehicle type and apparent gender influenced 
the space a motorist would give to a cyclist when overtaking them. Using an ultrasonic distance 
sensor facing perpendicular to the bike, the passing distances of motorists were recorded during 320 
km of travel in the English cities of Salisbury and Bristol at various times between 07:00 and 18:00 
(Walker 2007). The mean overtaking proximities of vehicles are plotted below in Figure 4 to Figure 6 
with the bars on each point representing the standard error of the mean. 
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Figure 4 - Mean overtaking proximities as a function of cyclist's riding position and helmet-wearing (Walker 2007) 
From the results plotted in Figure 4, there is a clear trend that motorists allow more room for cyclists 
that are not wearing helmets as opposed to those that are wearing helmets. The one abnormality in 
the results is the mean overtaking proximity of vehicles for when the cyclist was riding at a distance 
of 1.00 metre from the road edge. In that instance, the motorists gave more room when overtaking 
cyclists wearing helmets than unhelmeted cyclists. Walker (2007) could not explain the abnormality, 
however believes it is possible that when the cyclist was riding at a position of 1.00 metre from the 
road edge, motorists wishing to pass with a safe gap would have to cross the central dividing line 
when overtaking. 
However, the general trend is that motorists give more room to cyclists who are not wearing a 
helmet when they overtake them. Walker (2007) has two possible theories as to why this is the case. 
Firstly, it could be an example of risk compensation, such that the perceived safety increase from the 
helmet leads to an increase in risk-taking (Walker 2007). Alternatively, closer overtaking could be the 
result of drivers believing helmeted riders to be more serious and experienced and so less likely to 
act erratically (Walker 2007). 
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Figure 5 - Mean overtaking proximities as a function of overtaking vehicle type (Walker, 2007) 
The mean overtaking proximity for each respective vehicle type is shown above in Figure 5. The 
results show that buses and heavy goods vehicles provide much less room to cyclists when 
overtaking. Walker (2007) deduces that the most likely explanation arises due to the vehicle 
characteristics, rather than the drivers involved. Due to the length of the vehicle and poor 
acceleration, buses and heavy good vehicles take much longer to pass a cyclist than shorter vehicles 
(Walker 2007). This means that to pass safely, a driver must encroach onto the oncoming traffic lane 
for a longer period of time (Walker 2007).  
Walker (2007) also suggests that due to the dimensions of these larger vehicles and the resulting 
blind spots in the mirrors, drivers pull back before fully overtaking a cyclist due to not being able to 
see them properly. 
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Figure 6 - Mean overtaking proximities as a function of cyclist's apparent gender (Walker, 2007) 
Walker (2007) used a long feminine wig to appear plausibly female to motorists approaching from 
behind to test how apparent gender would affect  the passing distance of a vehicle overtaking a 
cyclist.  
The resulting overtaking proximities are shown in Figure 6. The results show that on average a 
motorist will leave approximately 0.15 metres more space when overtaking a female cyclist than a 
male cyclist. 
Walker (2007) concludes that this could be due to a number of reasons. It is possible that it could be 
a product of politeness, or a form of risk compensation based on women being seen as more fragile 
(Walker 2007). Walker (2007) also suggests that motorists could be perceiving female cyclists as 
more unpredictable in their cycling than males, similar to how unhelmeted cyclists were given more 
space to pass as they were perceived as being a less experienced cyclist. 
The results from the study clearly show that motorists will pass closer to a cyclist who wears a 
helmet, rides away from the edge of the road, is male, or when the vehicle is a bus or heavy goods 
vehicle (Walker 2007). This means that motorists are assessing a cyclist’s experience and 
predictability based off of a few characteristics about the cyclist, which can be very dangerous if the 
wrong assumptions are made. 
Parkin and Meyers (2010) also researched the proximity between motor traffic and cycle traffic, 
focusing on the effect cycle lanes have on the passing distance. The study involved measuring traffic 
overtaking cyclists along three roads in England, which had stretches with and without cycle lanes 
(Parkin & Meyers 2010). The mean passing distance for each type of vehicle and road is shown below 
in Table 1. 
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Table 1 - Mean passing distance and median vehicle width by class (Parkin & Meyers 2010) 
Site A6, Cabus 50 mph A6, Broughton 40 mph Westgate, 30 mph 
Carriageway width (mm) 9570 9640 9570 9370 9450 9490 
Of which cycle lane (mm) 1450  1450  1300  
Vehicle 
(median 
width)   
With 
cycle 
lane 
Without 
cycle 
lane 
With cycle 
lane 
Without 
cycle lane 
With 
cycle 
lane 
Without 
cycle 
lane 
 Cars 
(1819mm) 
Mean passing 
distance 1518 1699 1127 1195 1435 1472 
  
Number of 
observations 108 83 151 145 88 96 
 
Standard 
deviation 272 272 177 204 283 274 
Vans 
(2360mm) 
Mean passing 
distance 1476 1490 1175 1189 1393 1429 
  
Number of 
observations 19 21 32 22 15 17 
 
Standard 
deviation 234 304 205 212 224 315 
HGVs and 
buses 
(2470mm) 
Mean passing 
distance 
1586 1400 1000 1140 1217 1750 
  
Number of 
observations 11 10 9 10 3 3 
 
Standard 
deviation 248 291 217 191 202 50 
 
The results show that motorists leave more space when there is no cycle lane present. The only 
exception to this was the heavy good vehicles and buses on the A6, Cabus who left more room for 
cyclists when the cycle lane was present. The results support the findings from Walker (2007) who 
found that on average, heavy goods vehicles and buses left about 0.15 m less room when overtaking 
cyclists when compared to other motorists. While the results from Parkin and Meyers (2010) shows 
that in most cases, heavy goods vehicles and buses did leave the least amount of room when 
overtaking out of all the categories, it was not to an extent that was found in Walker (2007). It is 
possible this is due to the low number of observations for the heavy goods vehicles and buses in 
Parkin and Meyers (2010). 
Parkin and Meyers (2010) suggest that the increase in distance when vehicles overtake cyclists on 
roads without cycle lanes has to do with the driver’s perception of the road ahead. When a cyclist is 
in the same lane as a motorist, the driver has to make a conscious decision to overtake the cyclist 
(Parkin & Meyers 2010). Whereas, if the cyclist is in an adjacent cycle lane, the motorist has a clear 
lane ahead and it is not necessary for them to make an overtaking manoeuvre (Parkin & Meyers 
2010).  
While it appears that the addition of a cycle lane may not increase the overtaking distance between a 
cyclist and a motorist, it should be noted that if motorists have to make a conscious decision to 
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overtake a cyclist when cycle lanes are not present, the risk of an accident would increase due to the 
possibility that motorists are not paying attention to the road. 
2.2.3 Demographic Perceptions of Cycling 
Factors such as infrastructure, planning policy and the perceived safety of cyclists are some of the 
factors that can affect the cycling rates amongst demographics within a community (Garrard, Rose & 
Lo 2008). It is important for governments to plan facilities and policy that make cycling an appealing 
method of transport to all demographics. This chapter will investigate current demographic 
perceptions of cycling and determine if certain demographics are underrepresented in cycling and 
public bicycle hire schemes. 
Titze et al. (2008) explored the association of built-environment, social-environment and personal 
factors with cycling within Graz, Austria. The study involved 1,000 random respondents to a 
computer-assisted telephone interview with questions on cycling behaviour and association with 
other factors influencing cycling (Titze et al. 2008). The demographic characteristics of the 
respondents are shown below in Table 2. 
Table 2 - Demographic characteristics associated with bicycling for transportation in the city of Graz, Austria (Titze et al. 
2008) 
Characteristic All Non-cyclists Cyclists 
  N (%) n (%) n (%) 
Gender 
        Female 460 50.8 350 50.6 110 51.6 
  Male 445 49.2 342 49.4 103 48.4 
Age (yr) 
        15-20 107 11.8 92 13.3 15 7 
  21-30 188 20.8 134 19.4 54 25.4 
  31-40 220 24.3 169 24.4 51 23.9 
  41-50 227 25.1 169 24.4 58 27.2 
  51-60 163 18 128 18.5 35 16.4 
Education 
        Compulsory school 154 17 133 19.2 21 9.9 
  Apprentice training 243 26.8 199 28.7 44 20.7 
  Intermediate vocational degree 153 16.9 116 16.7 37 17.4 
  High-school diploma 205 22.2 142 20.5 63 29.6 
  Polytechnic school, University 151 16.7 103 14.9 48 22.5 
Distance to destination 
        ≤ 1.9 km 283 31.9 205 29.7 78 36.4 
  > 1.9 - ≤ 4 km  296 29.7 219 31.7 77 36 
  > 4 km  326 32.7 267 38.6 59 27.6 
Household owns a car: availability 
of a car for trips in the city 
        Always/occasionally 691 84.7 533 84.5 158 85.4 
  Never 125 15.3 98 15.5 27 14.6 
The results of the study by Titze et al. (2008) indicate that regardless of demographics, bike lane 
connectivity was positively associated with cycling for transportation. There was also a strong trend 
P a g e  | 15 
amongst women when compared to men, in perceiving cycling as an impractical mode of 
transportation (Titze et al. 2008). This was believed to be due to the perception of physical 
discomfort being associated with cycling, which was reported as a contributing factor in their choice 
to not cycle. The perception that cycling is an impractical mode of transport is one that hinders the 
cycling rates of women, as was discovered by Ogilvie and Goodman (2012). 
Their study investigated inequalities in bicycle usage within London’s public bicycle hire scheme. The 
study involved collecting data on registered users of London’s Barclays Cycle Hire, including their 
gender, home postcode, date of registration, access type and the number of trips made (Ogilvie & 
Goodman 2012). A multi-level linear regression model was used to determine the mean number of 
trips for each demographic (Ogilvie & Goodman 2012).  
The results indicated that during July 2010 and March 2011, females made 1.63 fewer trips per 
month than males and made up only 17.8 percent of the total number of trips made on the bicycle 
hire scheme (Ogilvie & Goodman 2012). Females are definitely underrepresented amongst users of 
London’s public bicycle hire scheme. However, the inequality in gender cycling rates is not only 
limited to London as was found by Garrard, Rose and Lo (2008). 
The study investigated methods to promote cycling amongst women in Australia, as it was reported 
that the female rate of commuter cycling is less than one third that of the male rate. Garrard, Rose 
and Lo (2008) had discovered from previous work that traffic safety concerns were major constraints 
on cycling in countries such as Australia with low rates of cycling, high rates of car use and large 
gender differences in cycling. The study observed commuters cycling on a mixture of cycling facilities 
during peak hour times in Melbourne’s CBD (Garrard, Rose & Lo 2008). A multinominal logistic 
regression model was use with the recorded data to examine the impact of gender on use of bicycle 
facilities with differing degrees of separation from traffic (Garrard, Rose & Lo 2008). 
The results indicate that male cyclists outnumbered female cyclists by nearly four to one and that the 
mean distance of female cyclists from the city centre was less than that of male cyclists (Garrard, 
Rose & Lo 2008). After adjustments to include distance from the city centre into the model, it was 
found that females preferred off-road paths over on-road lanes or roads with no bicycle facilities 
(Garrard, Rose & Lo 2008). 
Garrard, Rose and Lo (2008) evaluate that the findings are consistent with a pattern of gender 
differences in cycling in countries such as Australia and North America due to perceived and actual 
risk associated with cycling in countries with poorer cycling infrastructure, policies and low cycling 
prevalence. 
The studies show that the major demographic that is underrepresented in cycling is women. Traffic 
safety concerns including lack of separation from traffic and perceived risks appear to be the most 
influential factors in a woman’s choice to cycle. There are a much higher percentage of women 
cycling in Graz, Austria which has a greater total cycling rate when compared with Australia. This 
suggests that the higher the cycling rate, the higher the percentage of female cyclists will be.  
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2.2.4 Community Perceptions of Cycling  
People’s connotations of cycling can vary quite considerably depending on factors such as cycling 
infrastructure, local terrain and community cycling rates (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). 
A study by Vandenbulcke et al. (2009) mapped bicycle use and the associated risk of accidents of 
communes within Belgium to determine high risk areas. The study used data from their 2001 census 
and the National Institute for Statistics to gather information on injuries and deaths (Vandenbulcke 
et al. 2009). The data from the 2001 census was used to plot the percentage of commuters who cycle 
to work and the casualty risk on a map of Belgium. The map showing percentages of commuter 
cyclists in each commune is shown below in Figure 7.  
 
 
Figure 7 - Percentage of commuters using bicycles in Belgium communes (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009) 
The map clearly shows a division in cycling rates between the Flemish region and the Walloon region. 
Vandenbulcke et al. (2009) indicates that the division is explained by a difference in culture as well as 
a number of political, physical and historical factors. In the Flemish region of Belgium, bicycle use for 
utilitarian purposes is quite common, whereas in the Walloon region, bicycles are more commonly 
used for recreation (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). 
The road accident statistics were compiled from the National Institute for Statistics to determine the 
casualty risk of cyclists in each commune (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). The map of casualty risk for 
cyclists in each commune is shown below in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8 - Casualty risk (average number of casualties per 100,000 bicycle-minutes) in Belgium communes (Vandenbulcke 
et al. 2009) 
The map shows that in the Flemish region, the risk of a cyclist being seriously injured or killed in an 
accident is generally homogenous across the region and is lower than the average for the country 
(Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). However, the Walloon region has casualty risks that vary significantly. It 
was noted that the casualty risk in large cities is lower than rural areas, suggesting that infrastructure 
such as traffic lights and pedestrian crossings are slowing traffic enough to reduce the severity of 
injuries sustained from a crash (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). 
To evaluate the relationship between bicycle usage and casualty risk, the communes were sorted 
into a classification based on the two variables and then plotted to represent the high risk communes 
for cyclists in Belgium (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). The map is shown below in Figure 9 with a graph of 
the 8 classifications with the corresponding percentage of cycling commuters and casualty risk. 
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Figure 9 - Classification of communes in Belgium based on bicycle use and the risk of cyclists becoming casualties 
(Vandenbulcke et al. 2009) 
The map shows that there is a clear division of cycling rates and cyclist safety between the Flemish 
and Walloon regions in Belgium. Vandenbulcke et al. (2009) states that the difference in regional 
poilicies in terms of bicycle promotion and safety has caused the major differences between the two 
regions. As cycling is such a major part of the Flemish lifestyle, motorists are more respectful towards 
cyclists, causing an increase in cycling rates due to the increased road safety (Vandenbulcke et al. 
2009). 
There is a clear trend shown in the graph in Figure 9 that shows that communes with higher cycling 
rates experience much lower casualty rates. The graph indicates the lower the cycling rate is in a 
commune, the higher the chance of a cyclist being involved in an accident to a point where the two 
variables are almost inversely related.   
The trend shown by Vandenbulcke et al. (2009) indicating that the higher the cycling rates are, the 
lower the accident risk is consistent with the findings of two other journal articles by Elvik (2009) and 
Thomas and DeRobertis (2013). 
A literature review by Elvik (2009) investigated previous studies on the non-linearity of risk and the 
proportion of environmentally sustainable transport. A model was used to determine the 
relationship between the number of motor vehicles and accidents involving motor vehicles only 
(Elvik 2009). The model was used to create estimates of the changes in the expected number of 
accidents associated with transferring a set percentage of motorised travel to cycling or walking 
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(Elvik 2009). Elvik (2009) concluded that the results from the model supported the results of previous 
studies that suggested that the risks faced by cyclists are highly non-linear. 
Thomas and DeRobertis (2013) also found the same trend in their review of literature on the safety 
of urban cycling tracks. The literature showed that the percent of trips made by bicycles ranges from 
9 to 11 percent in Germany, Sweden and Finland, 18 percent in Denmark, and 27 percent in the 
Netherlands, compared with only 1 percent in the U.S (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). However, a 
cyclist in the U.S. is over five times as likely to be killed as one in the Netherlands, nearly four times 
as likely to be killed as one in Denmark or Sweden, and three and a half times as likely to be killed as 
one in Germany, per kilometre cycled (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013).  
The results from these studies indicate that there is indeed a ‘safety in numbers’ trend when it 
comes to cycling rates and the risk of accidents (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). As cycling rates increase 
in the community, motorists and pedestrians become more aware of cyclists and this increases the 
safety for everyone involved. However, it seems that increasing cycling rates involves strategic 
planning of infrastructure and promotion of cycling to change the public’s opinion.  
2.2.5 Perceptions of Helmets 
There is a clear indication that a community’s perception towards cycling can have a huge impact on 
cycling rates and accident risk. The study by Vandenbulcke et al. (2009) clearly shows how different 
the two regions in Belgium are when it comes to their opinions on cycling, which caused dramatic 
differences in cycling rates and accident risk. The same reasoning can be applied to people’s 
perceptions towards bicycle helmets, which could lead to major differences in helmet use depending 
on how the community associates with them. 
Lajunen and Räsänen (2001)  investigated the factors behind the low helmet use of teenagers in 
Helsinki, Finland. The study consisted of 965 students from two schools in Northern Helsinki and 
asked respondents to answer questions based on a 5 point scale (Lajunen & Räsänen 2001). The 
topics consisted of cycling and helmet use, crash history, beliefs about cycling safety, peer and family 
pressure, lifestyle choices as well as their hobbies (Lajunen & Räsänen 2001). The data was used in a 
multiple regression analysis to investigate the factors influencing bicycle helmet use among the 
students (Lajunen & Räsänen 2001). 
The results from the study found that of the lower secondary school students, 51.8 percent of the 
students owned a helmet, with 66.2 percent of those students never using their helmets (Lajunen & 
Räsänen 2001). Of the upper secondary school students, only 24.3 percent owned a helmet, with 
81.5 percent of owners never using it (Lajunen & Räsänen 2001). The main contributing factor to 
teenagers owning a helmet was parents’ positive opinion about bicycle helmet use (Lajunen & 
Räsänen 2001). While the major influencing factor for wearing a helmet was the number of friends 
that wore a helmet (Lajunen & Räsänen 2001). This result was replicated in previous studies among 
children, university students and adults which all found that peer pressure was a major influencing 
factor on helmet usage (Lajunen & Räsänen 2001). 
Kakefuda, Stallones and Gibbs (2009) investigated associations between bicycle helmet use and 
attitudes amongst college students in Fort Collins, Colorado. Data was collected from surveys that 
were handed to students who had ridden a bicycle in the previous 30 days and were willing to 
respond (Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009). The survey questions required answers on a 6-point 
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scale and covered the following topics: current and past helmet use, attitudes, perceived norms, 
perceptions towards risk, injury experience as well as demographic characteristics (Kakefuda, 
Stallones & Gibbs 2009). The mean and standard deviation of the 305 responses are shown below in 
Table 3. 
Table 3 - Descriptive statistics of psychosocial variables for helmet use (Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009) 
        Descriptive statistics of psychosocial variables. Mean S.D. 
 1. Wearing a bicycle helmet when riding to school is… 
      Good (6)-bad (1) 5.2 0.89 
      Smart (6)-foolish (1) 5.05 1.18 
      Effective (6)-ineffective (1) 4.76 1.37 
      Beneficial (6)-harmful (1) 5.21 0.98 
      Necessary (6)-unnecessary (1) 3.93 1.55 
 2. Wearing a bicycle helmet when riding for recreation is… 
      Good (6)-bad (1) 5.6 0.72 
      Smart (6)-foolish (1) 5.53 0.82 
      Effective (6)-ineffective (1) 5.47 0.93 
      Beneficial (6)-harmful (1) 5.58 0.74 
      Necessary (6)-unnecessary (1) 5.34 1.02 
 3. Increasing bicycle helmet use among CSU students is… 
      Good (6)-bad (1) 5.1 0.96 
      Smart (6)-foolish (1) 4.74 1.25 
      Effective (6)-ineffective (1) 4.42 1.46 
      Beneficial (6)-harmful (1) 5.09 0.98 
      Necessary (6)-unnecessary (1) 4.29 1.56 
 4. Regulating bicycle helmet use on the CSU campus is… 
      Good (6)-bad (1) 3.71 1.78 
      Smart (6)-foolish (1) 3.33 1.74 
      Effective (6)-ineffective (1) 3.09 1.73 
      Beneficial (6)-harmful (1) 3.62 1.74 
      Necessary (6)-unnecessary (1) 3.15 1.83 
 5. Feelings of comfort regarding bicycle helmet use and promotion (comfortable [6]-
uncomfortable [1]) 
      Helmet use for commuting 2.8 1.57 
      Helmet use for recreation 3.66 1.72 
      Increasing use among students 3.48 1.43 
      Regulation on campus 2.63 1.53 
 6. Need for bicycle helmet use 
      I wear a helmet even when my friends make fun of me  (agree [6]) 3.66 1.76 
      No need if I am careful and obey rules (disagree [6]) 3.69 1.68 
      No helmet unless I had head injury (disagree [6]) 3.76 1.72 
      No need for short distance ride (disagree [6]) 2.92 1.68 
 7. Importance of bicycle helmet use 
      A bicycle helmet can prevent serious head injury (agree [6]) 5.42 1.26 
      Peace of mind about my safety (agree [6]) 4.06 1.57 
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      People close to me benefit from my helmet use (agree [6]) 4.27 1.56 
      Perceived norm of close friends (high norm [6]) 3.86 1.45 
      Perceived norm of family (high norm [6]) 5.24 1.11 
      Perceived norm in Fort Collins (High norm [6]) 4.41 1.48 
 8. Inconvenience of bicycle helmet use 
      A bicycle helmet is expensive (disagree [6]) 3.84 1.39 
      A bicycle helmet will mess up my hair (disagree [6]) 3.2 1.74 
      Carrying a bicycle helmet around is cumbersome (disagree [6]) 2.53 1.54 
      Wearing a bicycle helmet is uncomfortable (disagree [6]) 2.95 1.53 
 9. Perceptions toward bicycle-related injury 
      Susceptibility to a bicycle head injury (high susceptibility [6]) 3.43 1.29 
      Severity of head injury in case of an injury incident (severe [6]) 3.9 1.25 
      I would wear it if my doctor recommend (agree [6]) 3.48 1.57 
10. Perceptions toward control on the road 
      Perception toward control as a safe rider (less safe [6]) 2.25 1.09 
      Perception toward control as a skilled rider (less skilled [6]) 2.62 1.08 
11. Bicycle helmet use in the past (never [1]-every time [6]) 
      Past use in elementary school 4.07 0.72 
      Past use in junior high school 3.17 2 
      Past use in high school 2.7 1.89 
 
The results show that while the vast majority believe in the benefits of helmet use when riding to 
school, they do not believe in it being completely necessary (Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009). The 
study also reveals a discrepancy in bicycle helmet use, where students commuting to university were 
far less likely to wear a helmet than those whose were riding for recreation (Kakefuda, Stallones & 
Gibbs 2009). This was believed to be due the opinion that is was not necessary to wear a helmet for 
short distance rides like commuting to university (Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009).  
It was also noted that even students who always wore helmets when riding found that it was not 
comfortable, it was inconvenient to carry a helmet around and that the helmet would mess up their 
hair (Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009).  
The responses involving the inconvenience of bicycle helmets in the study by Kakefuda, Stallones and 
Gibbs (2009) are identical to responses from a study by Fishman, Washington and Haworth (2012) on 
the barriers reducing user numbers in Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme. The study involved the use of 
three types of focus groups: non and infrequent cyclists, regular bicycle riders as well as members of 
CityCycle  (Fishman, Washington & Haworth 2012).  While regular bicycle riders did not find helmet 
use to be a deterrent, the non and infrequent cyclist focus group expressed significant issues with 
having to wear a helmet (Fishman, Washington & Haworth 2012).  Typical responses included “I just 
hate wearing a helmet. It messes up my hair” and “I wouldn’t carry mine (helmet) around just in case 
I might want to use the CityCycle scheme” (Fishman, Washington & Haworth 2012). 
It is evident that regardless of helmet laws, people generally find helmets inconvenient to use and 
uncomfortable to wear. Obviously this could play a role in reducing cycling rates if mandatory helmet 
laws are enforced. This is further examined in the next chapter. 
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2.3 Helmet Use and Safety 
There are a number of factors that determine helmet usage amongst cyclists and public bicycle hire 
users (Fischer et al. 2012; Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009; Lajunen & Räsänen 2001). Helmets have 
been promoted as an important part of cyclist safety since their invention, however, a review of 
literature on injuries sustained both with and without bicycle helmets will help to reveal any trends 
between cyclist injuries and helmets. 
Literature on mandatory helmet laws will also be reviewed to determine the effect it has on helmet 
usage rates, injury rates and cycling rates.  
2.3.1 Helmet Usage 
Literature on the helmet use in international public bicycle hire schemes and also helmet use in 
demographics will be reviewed to reveal any patterns in helmet use. 
A study by Fischer et al. (2012) investigated the prevalence of bicycle helmet use in users of the 
public bicycle sharing schemes in Boston, Massachusetts and Washington, DC. Trained observers 
were used to collect data at various times of the day and days of the week (Fischer et al. 2012). The 
observers recorded gender, type of bicycle and helmet use on cyclists that rode past (Fischer et al. 
2012).  
There were a total of 3,073 cyclists observed during the data collection period, 562 of which were 
riding bicycles from the public bicycle hire schemes (Fischer et al. 2012).  The characteristics of the 
recorded cyclists are shown below in Table 4. 
Table 4 - Characteristics of the study population (Fischer et al. 2012) 
Characteristics Total No. % 
Type of bicycle 
Personal 2,511 81.7 
Bikeshare 562 18.3 
Helmet 
Yes 1,398 45.5 
No 1,675 54.5 
Sex 
Male 2,202 71.7 
Female 871 28.3 
Time of week 
Weekday 1,902 61.9 
Weekend 1,171 38.1 
City 
Boston 2,097 68.2 
Washington, DC 976 31.8 
 
The majority of riders were male (71.7%), not wearing helmets (54.5%) and riding personal bikes 
(81.7%) (Fischer et al. 2012). The data was used in a multivariate logistic regression model to 
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determine the percentage of riders in each characteristic that were riding without a helmet (Fischer 
et al. 2012). The results of the model are shown below in Table 5. 
Table 5 - Univariate and multivarite logistic regression results (Fischer et al. 2012) 
Type of Bicycle % Riding Unhelmeted (95% CI, n) 
Bikeshare 80.8 (77.3-83.8, 454/562) 
Personal 48.6 (46.7-50.6, 1,221/2,511) 
Sex 
Male 56.7 (54.6-58.8, 1,249/2,202) 
Female 48.9 (45.6-52.2, 426/871) 
Time of week 
Weekend 61.1 (58.3-63.9, 716/1,171) 
Weekday 50.4 (48.2-52.7, 959/1,902) 
City 
Washington, DC 60.6 (57.5-63.6, 591/976) 
Boston 51.7 (49.6-53.8, 1,084/2,097) 
 
The results indicate that the majority of bikeshare users (80.8%) were not wearing helmets (Fischer 
et al. 2012). This is a much larger percentage of unhelmeted riders when compared to cyclists who 
were using a personal bike (48.6%) (Fischer et al. 2012).  The results also indicated that males (56.7%) 
were less likely to wear a helmet than females (48.9%) and that weekend riders (61.1%) were less 
incline to wear helmets than cyclists riding on weekdays (50.4%) (Fischer et al. 2012). 
Fischer et al. (2012) concludes that the reason that bikeshare users had such a high rate of 
unhelmeted riders was due to the fact that helmets are not provided and are not easily accessible. As 
there are no helmet requirements to use the bikeshare in Boston and Washington, users are not 
compelled to find a helmet prior to hiring a bike. 
However, another study had findings that suggested that females were less likely to wear a helmet 
than males. Ritter and Vance (2011) investigated the determinants of bicycle helmet use in Germany 
by using data from a nationwide travel survey by the German Federal Ministry of Transport. The data 
set consisted of 19,646 responses, which allowed observations on demographics and their helmet 
use to be made (Ritter & Vance 2011). Using the Monte Carlo method, the probability of helmet use 
was plotted versus the age and gender of the respondent in Figure 10 below.  
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Figure 10 - Probabilities of helmet use by age and gender in Germany (Ritter & Vance 2011) 
The results show that while helmet use is considerably low for both genders, women are less likely to 
wear a helmet than men. Helmet use amongst teenagers and the elderly are both much lower than 
middle-aged people, with the peak probability of helmet use being amongst people 49 years old. 
Ritter and Vance (2011) also concluded that urban residency, household income and the presence of 
children in the household all positively affect the probability of helmet use.  
The previously mentioned studies by Lajunen and Räsänen (2001) and Kakefuda, Stallones and Gibbs 
(2009) also found very low rates of helmet use amongst teenagers and college students.  
The results from Lajunen and Räsänen (2001) found that of the lower secondary school students, 
51.8 percent of the students owned a helmet, with 66.2 percent of those students never using their 
helmets (Lajunen & Räsänen 2001). Of the upper secondary school students, only 24.3 percent 
owned a helmet, with 81.5 percent of owners never using it (Lajunen & Räsänen 2001).  
The study by Kakefuda, Stallones and Gibbs (2009) indicated that only 9.4 percent of college students 
wore helmets every time while commuting to university, while 36.5 percent of students consistently 
wore helmets while riding for recreation  (Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009).  
The percentage of helmet users is very low when there are no helmet laws forcing cyclists to wear a 
helmet (Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009).  There were conflicting results from Ritter and Vance 
(2011) and Fischer et al. (2012) with helmet usage amongst each gender. Fischer et al. (2012) 
suggesting that males were slightly less likely to wear helmets than females, which was in contrast to 
Ritter and Vance (2011) who found that females were less likely to wear helmets. It is important to 
note that these discrepancies may just be due to a difference in a number of factors within the study 
areas such as the state of infrastructure, cycling rates within the community and the perceptions of 
safety when riding. 
More research into helmet usage within Mexico City and Israel in the last few years would be 
beneficial as they are the only places in the world that have repealed mandatory bicycle helmet laws 
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(Bicycle Helmet Research Foundation 2012). Statistics on their helmet use after repealing helmet 
laws would provide some insight into what could happen to helmet use percentages within Australia 
if the law was repealed. 
2.3.2 Injury Statistics 
Head injury is the leading cause of death and long term disability from bicycle injuries (Yilmaz et al. 
2013). Helmets are the main safety measure recommended to cyclists to help reduce the severity of 
head injuries (Yilmaz et al. 2013). A review of injuries and fatalities involving both cyclists with and 
without helmets will be help to reveal any trends between injury severity and helmet use. 
A comparative study by Yilmaz et al. (2013) investigated serious injury patterns amongst adult cyclists 
in South-West Netherlands and the State of Victoria, Australia. The study involved using data from 
the Trauma Centre South-West Netherlands (TCSWN) and from the Victorian State Trauma Registry 
(VSTR) (Yilmaz et al. 2013). All patients that were older than 15 years old, had an Injury Severity Score 
(ISS) >15 and were admitted to hospital during the period of July 2001 to June 2009 were included in 
the analysis (Yilmaz et al. 2013). A total of 187 patients fit the criteria of the study for the 
Netherlands trauma centre and 194 patients for the Australian trauma centre (Yilmaz et al. 2013). 
The results are shown below in Table 6. 
Table 6 - Bicycle related major trauma with ISS >15 and age ≥15 for Netherlands trauma centre vs. Australian trauma 
centre between July 2001 - June 2009 (Yilmaz et al. 2013) 
  
  
Netherlands trauma 
centre (n = 187) 
Australian trauma 
centre (n = 194) 
p-Value 
Age groupa 
  
  
  
  
  
  
15-19 years 19 (10.2) 20 (10.3) <0.001 
20-29 years 16 (8.6) 19 (9.8)   
30-39 years 11 (5.9) 36 (18.6)   
40-49 years 19 (10.2) 40 (20.6)   
50-59 years 31 (16.6) 46 (23.7)   
60-69 years 46 (24.6) 21 (10.8)   
70+ years 45 (24.1) 12 (6.2)   
Gendera Male 112 (59.9) 167 (86.1) <0.001 
Mechanism of 
injurya,c 
  
  
  
  
Car 101 (54.6) 77 (41.0) <0.001 
Fall 32 (17.3) 64 (34.0)   
Obstacle 8 (4.3) 17 (9.0)   
Bicycle 7 (3.8) 12 (6.4)   
Truck 13 (7.0) 6 (3.2)   
Tram 8 (4.3) 3 (1.6)   
Other 16 (8.7) 9 (4.8)   
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Helmet worna,d Yes 1 (4.5) 47 (72.3) <0.001 
GCS on arrivala,d 
  
  
3-8 79 (44.1) 45 (23.6) <0.001 
9-12 23 (12.9) 5 (2.6)   
13-15 77 (43.0) 141 (73.8)   
ISSb,*   22 (17-29) 22 (18-29) 0.594 
AIS head/necka 
  
  
0-2 22 (11.8) 73 (37.6) <0.001 
3-4 119 (63.6) 95 (49.0)   
5-6 46 (24.6) 26 (13.4)   
AIS faciala 
  
  
0 105 (56.1) 133 (68.6) <0.001 
1 37 (19.8) 11 (5.7)   
≥2 45 (24.1) 50 (25.8)   
AIS chesta 
  
0-2 131 (70.1) 93 (47.9) <0.001 
≥3 56 (29.9) 101 (52.1)   
AIS abdominala 
  
0-2 177 (94.6) 172 (88.7) 0.035 
≥3 10 (5.4) 22 (11.3)   
AIS extremitya 
  
  
0-1 118 (63.1) 89 (45.9) 0.003 
2 44 (23.5) 63 (32.5)   
≥3 25 (13.4) 42 (21.6)   
Hospital 
discharge 
destinationa,f 
(survivors to 
discharge) 
  
  
  
  
      <0.001 
Home 77 (41.6) 98 (50.5)   
Inpatient 
rehabilitation 
18 (9.7) 83 (42.8)   
Hospital for 
convalescence 
30 (16.2) 0 (0.0)   
Other 15 (8.1) 0 (0.0)   
In-hospital 
deatha 
Yes 45 (24.1) 13 (6.7) <0.001 
GCS = Glasgow Coma Score; ISS = Injury Severity Score; AIS = Abbreviated Injury Score 
a
 Data displayed as number of patients and percentages n (%). 
b
 Data displayed as median with first and third quartile. 
c
 Data missing for n = 2 Netherlands trauma centre cases and n = 6 Australian trauma centre cases. 
d
 Data missing for n = 165 Netherlands trauma centre cases and n = 129 Australian trauma centre cases. 
e
 Data missing for n = 8 Netherlands trauma centre cases and n = 3 Australian trauma centre cases. 
f
 Data missing for n = 2 Netherlands trauma centre cases and n = 0 Australian trauma centre cases. 
*
 Mann-Whitley U test calculated and median (Inter-quartile range) with P value < 0.05. 
 
The results show that there is a higher proportion of serious head injuries in patients involved in a 
bicycle-car collision in Netherlands trauma centres than Australian trauma centres (Yilmaz et al. 
2013). The Australian patients had more serious injuries in all other body regions except for the face 
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(Yilmaz et al. 2013). This was explained by Yilmaz et al. (2013) to be due to the high rate of helmet 
use in Australia which was causing other parts of the cyclist’s body to have the most severe injuries. 
However, it should be noted that 165 of the 187 patients from the Netherlands trauma centre and 
129 out of 194 patients from the Australian trauma centre did not have helmet use recorded. A trend 
in helmet usage rates can still be seen from the small data sample available and from previous 
information on helmet usage rates in each country (Yilmaz et al. 2013). 
A retrospective case-control study by Bambach et al. (2013) investigated the effectiveness of helmets 
in bicycle collisions with motor vehicles. Data was collected from police-reported road crashes, 
hospital admissions and mortality data from New South Wales, Australia during 2001 - 2009 
(Bambach et al. 2013). There were 6,745 cyclist collisions with motor vehicles where the helmet use 
was known (Bambach et al. 2013). Standard multiple variable logistic regression modelling was used 
with the collected data to determine the odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals (Bambach et al. 
2013).  
The results from the study found that the helmet wearing rate amongst the 6,745 cyclists was 75.4 
percent (Bambach et al. 2013). There was a significant association of helmet use with reduced risk of 
head injury by up to 74 percent (Bambach et al. 2013). This included reductions in the risk of up to 78 
percent for skull fractures, 72 percent for intracranial injury, 74 percent for concussive injury and 80 
percent for open head wounds (Bambach et al. 2013). 
The reduction in risk of head injuries from helmet use was confirmed in a study by  Moore et al. 
(2011) which involved a mixed logit analysis of bicyclist injury severity resulting from motor vehicle 
crashes. The study is based off of data provided from Ohio Department of Public Safety crash report 
forms during the period of 2002 to 2008  (Moore et al. 2011). The final data set included 10,029 
crashes with 2,731 involving property damage only, 2,731 possible injuries, 4,485 with non-
incapacitating injuries, 1,162 incapacitating injuries and 68 bicyclist fatalities (Moore et al. 2011). 
The results indicated that helmet use was the greatest measure of protection from injury in the 
event of a crash (Moore et al. 2011). It was found that not wearing a helmet in an intersection-
related crash increased the likelihood of possible and non-incapacitating injuries by 3.4 percent and 
severe injury by 34.8 percent (Moore et al. 2011).  
There is evidence that helmet use is associated with a reduced risk of serious and non-incapacitating 
injuries (Bambach et al. 2013; Moore et al. 2011; Yilmaz et al. 2013). The effectiveness of helmets in 
reducing head injuries is very important to a cyclist’s safety considering 70 percent of cyclist fatalities 
involve head trauma (Moore et al. 2011).  
2.3.3 Mandatory Helmet Laws 
Helmet laws vary between countries and states around the world. The majority of mandatory helmet 
laws are focused on children under 18 to help protect their usually underdeveloped bodies from 
severe trauma (Bicycle Helmet Research Foundation 2012). However, there are a number of 
countries that have enforced mandatory helmet laws for adults as well as children. South Africa and 
Finland both have mandatory helmet laws but there is no enforcement by local police (Bicycle 
Helmet Research Foundation 2012). The only countries that have mandatory helmet laws that are 
enforced are Australia and New Zealand. A review of the literature will help reveal how fully enforced 
mandatory helmet laws have affected the cycling community. 
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A study by Olivier, Walter and Grzebieta (2013) researched bicycle related head injury trends for New 
South Wales, Australia following the mandatory helmet legislation introduced in 1991. Data was 
collected from the Admitted Patients Data Collection (APDC) and the International Classification of 
Diseases, 9th and 10th Revision, Clinical Modification and Australian Modification (ICD-9-CM, ICD10-
AM) for hospitalisations due to bicycle related head and arm injuries for the years 1991 to 2010 
(Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). A log-linear regression model was used to estimate the trend in 
head and arm injuries over this time period (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013).  
Olivier, Walter and Grzebieta (2013) indicate that shortly after the introduction of the mandatory 
helmet legislation on the 1st of January 1991, helmet usage rates increased rapidly from 10 percent 
for children and 25 percent for adults in 1990 to approximately 80 percent for both by 1992.  
However no published estimates of helmet usage rates in New South Wales exist past 1993 (Olivier, 
Walter & Grzebieta 2013). 
The bicycle related head and arm hospitalisations per 100,000 population in New South Wales 
between 1991 and 2010 are plotted below in Figure 11. 
 
Figure 11 - Rates per 100,000 population of bicycle related head and arm hospitalisations in New South Wales (Olivier, 
Walter & Grzebieta 2013) 
The results indicate that there was an immediate drop in in head injuries and arm injuries after 
implementation of the mandatory helmet legislation (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). It appears as 
though the rate of head injuries has remained at the lower level while there has been an increase in 
arm injuries requiring hospitalisation (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). The steady divergence after 
the introduction of the mandatory helmet law has led to a 46 percent drop in head injuries compared 
to arm injuries by 2006 and a 51 percent drop by 2010 (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). 
Olivier, Walter and Grzebieta (2013) also indicate that there is a reduction of head and arm injuries 
from 2006, which is believed to be due to the New South Wales government’s significant financial 
P a g e  | 29 
investment in bicycle infrastructure, resulting in a total of 53 km of on-road cycleways and 44 km of 
off-road cycleways being built during this period. 
Research by Scuffham et al. (2000) on the effectiveness of the New Zealand bicycle helmet law in 
reducing head injuries to cyclists supported the findings of Olivier, Walter and Grzebieta (2013). The 
study included data from the New Zealand Health Information Service (NZHIS) and ICD-9-CM on 
hospitalisation of cyclists (Scuffham et al. 2000). The cyclists were split into three age groups of 
cyclists, which were primary school children (5-12 years old), secondary school children (13-18 years 
old) and adults (19+ years old) (Scuffham et al. 2000).  
Helmet wearing rates were found to be 84 percent for primary school children, 62 percent for 
secondary school children and 39 percent for adult commuters prior to the introduction of the 
mandatory helmet law on the 1st of January 1994 (Scuffham et al. 2000). The first two years after the 
implementation of the law saw helmet usage rates increased to above 92 percent for all age groups 
(Scuffham et al. 2000).  
The data was then used in a negative binomial regression model to analyse the rate of head and 
other injuries (Scuffham et al. 2000). The plotted results are shown below in Figure 12. 
 
Figure 12 - Head injury and non-head injury in NZ cyclists between 1988 and 1996 (Scuffham et al. 2000) 
The results show that there is a decrease in both head and other injuries that required hospitalisation 
after the implementation of the mandatory helmet law in 1994 (Scuffham et al. 2000).  It was also 
found that there was a reduction in both types of injuries in each of the three age groups (Scuffham 
et al. 2000). The graph of injury rates is much more erratic than the graph from Olivier, Walter and 
Grzebieta (2013) due to the injuries being presented quarterly rather than annually like the graph 
from Olivier, Walter and Grzebieta (2013). This is due to more cyclists being active during warmer 
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months which increases the number of injuries sustained (Scuffham et al. 2000). Scuffham et al. 
(2000) concludes that the helmet law had been an effective road safety strategy intervention that led 
to a 19 percent reduction in head injury to cyclists within the first 3 years. 
There is some literature that is not supportive of mandatory helmet laws and the effect they have on 
cycling rates. A study by Fyhri, Bjørnskau and Backer-Grøndahl (2012) states that there are no studies 
that have found good evidence of mandatory helmet laws having an injury reducing effect. They 
propose that the mandatory helmet laws are not having an effect due to risk compensation and 
shifts in the cycle population in response to the laws (Fyhri, Bjørnskau & Backer-Grøndahl 2012).  A 
random sample of 1,504 bicycle owners in Norway responded to a questionnaire that covered topics 
such as helmet use, bicycle equipment use, accident involvement, cycling behaviour and risk 
perception (Fyhri, Bjørnskau & Backer-Grøndahl 2012). The results from the questionnaires were 
then used in a structural equation model (Fyhri, Bjørnskau & Backer-Grøndahl 2012). The 
independent variables with the associated bivariate relationship with bicycle helmet use are shown 
below in Table 7. 
Table 7 - Independent variables included in the structural equation model (Fyhri, Bjørnskau & Backer-Grøndahl 2012) 
Variable Values N 
% Always 
using helmet 
Gender 
  
Female 501 48 
Male 838 58 
Age 
  
  
16-30 101 47 
31-50 907 56 
51-65 331 51 
Region 
  
  
  
City 774 56 
Small town 234 43 
Village 263 58 
Countryside 68 56 
Cycling frequency 
  
  
  
  
  
Never 6 50 
Seldom 76 34 
At least once/month 137 45 
At least once/week 242 53 
2-4 times/week 467 59 
5 times/week or more 411 55 
Accident involvement 
  
  
None 770 52 
Once 240 57 
More than once 329 57 
Equipment level 
  
  
None 343 35 
1-3 other types of eq. 883 56 
4 other types of eq. 113 97 
Likes speed 
  
  
Low 196 40 
Medium 698 54 
High 445 60 
Cycles faster than 
others 
Low 629 47 
Medium 566 59 
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  High 144 65 
Competitiveness 
  
  
Low 619 49 
Medium 529 56 
High 191 65 
Risk perception 
  
  
Low 390 39 
Medium 859 58 
High 90 81 
Probability 
  
  
Low 383 44 
Medium 875 57 
High 81 67 
Consequence 
  
  
Low 112 34 
Medium 968 55 
High 259 59 
Feeling unsafe 
  
  
Low 583 42 
Medium 594 63 
High 162 63 
Extraversion 
  
  
Low 54 43 
Medium 299 49 
High 986 56 
Neuroticism 
  
  
Low 830 54 
Medium 388 53 
High 121 59 
 
The results of the model showed that there is a strong positive relationship between 
equipment/helmet use and fast cycling which indicates that helmet use has an indirect effect on an 
increase in accidents (Fyhri, Bjørnskau & Backer-Grøndahl 2012). This means that cyclists who use a 
helmet ride faster than they would have without a helmet, which results in more accidents (Fyhri, 
Bjørnskau & Backer-Grøndahl 2012).  
Fyhri, Bjørnskau and Backer-Grøndahl (2012) states that the results indicate that there are two main 
groups of cyclists: the speed-happy group who cycle fast and wear lots of equipment including 
helmets and the careful slower cyclists who do not like to wear safety equipment due to being more 
careful and calculating in their choices while riding, causing them to not be involved in many 
accidents. Fyhri, Bjørnskau and Backer-Grøndahl (2012) suggests that by introducing a mandatory 
helmet law, the careful slower cyclists who do not like wearing helmets will decrease in numbers 
while the speed-happy cyclists will remain. This would lead to a decrease in cycling rates and in turn 
have an increasing effect on accident rates due to the reduction in the ‘safety in numbers’ trend 
mentioned previously (Fyhri, Bjørnskau & Backer-Grøndahl 2012). 
The literature on mandatory helmet legislation has arguments both for and against. There appeared 
to be evidence suggesting a reduction in cyclist head injuries after the introduction of Australia and 
New Zealand’s helmet laws (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013; Scuffham et al. 2000). However, Fyhri, 
Bjørnskau and Backer-Grøndahl (2012) suggest that mandatory helmet laws will negatively affect 
cycling rates by pushing the population that like to ride slow and without a helmet away from cycling. 
This reduces the ‘safety in numbers’ trend that is shown in countries with high cycling rates and low 
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accident risk (Fyhri, Bjørnskau & Backer-Grøndahl 2012). It appears as though studies in favour of 
mandatory helmet legislation do not focus on cycling rates at all, while studies against tend to 
ridicule the data suggesting that there is a decrease in accidents. This could be due to possible 
funding from companies or researchers that have a vested interest in the results.  More information 
from a neutral perspective is required to make a considered judgement on the effectiveness of 
mandatory helmet legislation. 
 
2.4 Infrastructure 
For cycling to be considered a viable form of transport, it must have appropriate infrastructure and 
facilities. The literature has already shown that infrastructure increases cycling rates due to the 
increase in perceived safety amongst cyclists (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). A review of actual cyclist 
safety amongst bicycle lanes, bicycle paths and crossings at intersections will reveal any trends 
cycling infrastructure has in relation to accident and injury risk. 
2.4.1 Bicycle Lanes 
Bicycle lanes are typically provided in the form of a marked lane or colour painted area to allow 
motorists and cyclists to differentiate between their designated lanes. A review of literature 
regarding actual safety of cyclists will help to reveal any effect bicycle lanes might be having on 
accidents and injuries. 
A study by Aultman-Hall and Kaltenecker (1999) investigated the safety rates of bicycle commuters in 
Toronto. Data was gathered from 1,196 respondents to a survey about accident history as well as 
information on trips being made (Aultman-Hall & Kaltenecker 1999).  The data gathered on accident 
characteristics is shown below in Table 8. 
Table 8 - Proportion of commute collision and fall attributes by facility type (Aultman-Hall & Kaltenecker 1999) 
Event Location 
 
Roads Cycle Path Sidewalk 
Total collisions (previous 3 years) 328 (92%) 21 (6%) 8 (2%) 
Intersection collisions 121 (98%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 
Collisions @ damage>$100 49 (96%) 2 (9.5%) 0 (0%) 
Collisions reported to police 33 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Collisions with motor vehicles 269 (98%) 3 (1%) 2 (1%) 
Collisions with other bicycles 27 (82%) 5 (15%) 1 (3%) 
Collisions with pedestrians 24 (77%) 6 (19%) 1 (3%) 
Collisions with animals, other objects) 7 (39%) 7 (39%) 4 (22%) 
Total falls (previous 1 year) 224 (82%) 24 (9%) 25 (9%) 
Total injuries (collisions and falls) 290 (89%) 20 (6%) 17 (5%) 
 
The data was then used to develop weighted relative risk and 95% confidence interval for bicycle 
travel on different infrastructure (Aultman-Hall & Kaltenecker 1999). The relative rate for events on 
different infrastructure is shown below in Table 9. 
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Table 9 - Relative event rates on different infrastructure (Aultman-Hall & Kaltenecker 1999) 
Relative rate for… Event Relative risk 
Lower 95% 
confidence 
interval 
Upper 95% 
confidence 
interval 
Travel on off-road path to 
travel on-road 
  
  
  
Collision 3.5 3.4 3.7 
Fall 1.5 1.4 1.6 
Injury 1.8 1.7 1.9 
Major injury 1.2 1.2 1.2 
Travel on sidewalk to travel 
on-road 
  
  
  
Collision 2 2 2.1 
Fall 9 8.2 9.9 
Injury 6.4 6 7 
Major injury 7.9 7.7 8.1 
Travel on sidewalk to off-
road path 
  
  
  
Collision 0.6 0.5 0.6 
Fall 6 5.5 6.6 
Injury 3.5 3.2 3.8 
Major injury 6.6 6.5 6.8 
 
The results from Aultman-Hall and Kaltenecker (1999) indicate that the rate of collision on off-road 
paths and sidewalks was lower than for roads. The relative rates for falls and injuries suggest that 
those events are least common on roads, followed by off-road paths and then most common on 
sidewalks (Aultman-Hall & Kaltenecker 1999). The rate of major injuries was found to be greatest on 
sidewalks (Aultman-Hall & Kaltenecker 1999). However, the results should be used cautiously due to 
the low data set for cycle paths and sidewalks. 
A study by Hamann and Peek-Asa (2013) investigated the relationship between on-road bicycle 
facilities and bicycle crashes in Iowa between 2007 and 2010. The case site-control study included 
147 crash sites which were identified from the Iowa Department of Transport and 147 matched non-
crash sites (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). A conditional multivariable logistic regression model was 
used to evaluate the data (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). 
Bicycle lanes were the most common facility (6%), followed by bicycle-specific signage (4%), multiple 
facilities (2%) and then shared lane arrows (1%) (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). Examples of the types of 
facilities encountered are shown below in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13 - On-road bicycle facilities encountered during study data collection (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013) 
The model suggested that the presence of any type of on-road bicycle facility can decrease the odds 
of a crash (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). There were decreases in crash odds by as much as 60 percent 
with a bicycle lane or shared lane arrow and a 38 percent reduction with bicycle-specific signage 
(Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). 
It appears that there is a reduction in accident risk with the addition of bicycle lanes, with Hamann 
and Peek-Asa (2013) suggesting that bicycle lanes can reduce accident risk by up to 60 percent.  
2.4.2 Bicycle Paths 
Bicycle paths have already been shown to be critical in increasing the cycling rates of women due to 
the increased perception of safety while cycling on them (Garrard, Rose & Lo 2008). A review of 
literature on the actual safety of bicycle paths will determine if there are any trends in regard to 
accident risk and cyclist safety. 
A literature review by Thomas and DeRobertis (2013) investigated the safety of urban cycle tracks. A 
total of 23 papers were included in the review, with the earliest study dating back to 1987 (Thomas & 
DeRobertis 2013). A review of the safety of two-way cycles tracks as well as intersection safety 
measures for both one-way and two-way cycle tracks was undertaken (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). 
The results indicate that one-way cycle tracks are safer than two-way cycle tracks due to the lesser 
chance of collisions with oncoming cyclists (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). There was also evidence 
from the studies that show countries such as Netherlands, Sweden and Denmark whom all have one-
way cycling tracks and good cycling infrastructure, experience much lower fatality rates (1.6-2.3 
people per 100 million km travelled) when compared to areas such as Great Britain (6.0) and Italy 
(11.0) , both of which lack cycle tracks (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). Further discussion on the results 
of intersection safety involving one-way and two-way cycle tracks will be included in the next 
chapter. 
A previously mentioned study by Olivier, Walter and Grzebieta (2013) researched the effect of 
mandatory helmet legislation on bicycle related injuries in New South Wales. The plot of injuries over 
the time period of 1991 to 2010 can be seen in Figure 11.   
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The results from the study found that there was a 8.5 percent decline per annum in head injuries and 
a slight 6 percent increase in arm injuries after a significant amount of bicycle infrastructure spending 
by the government (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). They believe the results are indicative of 
cyclists using more infrastructure such as cycle paths which segregates them from motorised traffic 
(Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). The likelihood of being stuck by a motor vehicle is then 
significantly reduced which lowers the rate of serious head injuries  (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 
2013). A cyclist being struck by a motor vehicle at 60 km/h is associated with skull fractures and a 
very low probability of survival (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). Therefore, any crashes that occur 
on cycle paths and off-rod cycleways would be at a much lower impact speed  (Olivier, Walter & 
Grzebieta 2013). Due to the reduced crash speed, it is believed that cyclists have time to react before 
impact and tend to stick their arms out, which accounts for the increase in arms injuries after 
implementation of a large amount of infrastructure in New South Wales in 2006  (Olivier, Walter & 
Grzebieta 2013). 
The literature suggests that countries associated with high rates of both one-way and two-way cycle 
tracks have a lower cyclist fatality rate than those who do not use them (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). 
There is also evidence to suggest that bicycle paths reduce serious head injury due to the reduction 
in impact speed when colliding with an obstacle on a cycle path rather than a car travelling at speed 
(Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). The reduction in head injuries is also associated with a slight 
increase in arm injuries, believed to be due to cyclists having more time to react for the collision, 
allowing them to stick out their arms before impact (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). However, 
considering that 70 percent of cyclist fatalities involve head trauma, a slight increase in arm injuries 
for a reduction in head injuries would be a good trade off (Moore et al. 2011). 
2.4.3 Intersections 
Cycling infrastructure such as cycling lanes and cycle paths will at some point intersect with another 
road, either at a signalised or unsignalised intersection. A review of literature will help to reveal any 
trends involving accident risk for cyclists at intersections and also the safety rates for infrastructure 
other countries use at intersections. 
A study by Moore et al. (2011) used a mixed logit analysis to determine the severity of bicyclist 
injuries from crashes with motor vehicles. The data was collected from the Ohio Department of 
Public Safety crash report forms and had a total data set of 10,029 crashes (Moore et al. 2011). 
The results indicate that crashes involving motor vehicles rear-ending a cyclist at an intersection 
increased the probability of possible injury by 18.2 percent (Moore et al. 2011). When a motor 
vehicle crashes into the side of a bicycle at intersection locations, there is a 7.4 percent increase in 
the likelihood of non-capacitating injuries and a 40.6 percent increase in the likelihood of severe 
injuries (Moore et al. 2011). There was also a 13.2 percent increase in the likelihood of a non-
incapacitating injury and a 182.6 percent increase in the likelihood of severe injuries when crashes 
occurred at intersections that had both horizontal and vertical curves reducing the sight distances of 
motor vehicles (Moore et al. 2011).  
A previously mentioned study by Hamann and Peek-Asa (2013) investigated the relationship between 
on-road bicycle facilities and bicycle crashes in Iowa between 2007 and 2010. The case site-control 
study included 147 crash sites which were identified from the Iowa Department of Transport and 147 
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matched non-crash sites (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). A conditional multivariable logistic regression 
model was used to evaluate the data (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). 
The results indicate that the presence of a bicycle facility at an intersection reduces the likelihood of 
an accident by 42 percent when compared to a control site (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). When 
pavement markings were located at intersections there was a 58 percent less chance of an accident 
occurring and with the combination of signage and pavement markings there was a 80 percent less 
chance of an accident (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). 
Jensen (2008)  investigated the safety effect of blue cycle crossings at signalised intersections in 
Copenhagen. The study included 65 signalised intersections that had blue cycle crossings (Jensen 
2008). Correction factors were applied for changes in traffic volumes as well as accident and injury 
trends (Jensen 2008). A ‘second best’ observational study methodology was used to determine the 
change in cyclist safety due to the blue crossings (Jensen 2008). A typical layout of a signalised 
intersection with four blue cycle crossing is shown below in Figure 14. 
 
Figure 14 - Photo of signalised junction in Copenhagen with four blue cycle crossings (Jensen 2008) 
The results indicated that there was a decrease in cyclist accidents by 10 percent  and a 19 percent 
decrease in injuries when there is only one blue cycle crossing at a signalised intersection (Jensen 
2008). However, when there were two or four blue cycle crossings there was an increase in cyclist 
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accidents by 23 percent and 60 percent respectively. The increase in cyclist accidents at signalised 
intersections with two and four blue cycle crossings was found to be due to rear-end collisions and 
motorists running red lights (Jensen 2008). 
A previously mentioned literature review by Thomas and DeRobertis (2013) investigated the safety of 
urban cycle tracks and also the safety of intersections involving cycle tracks. A total of 23 papers 
were included in the review, with the earliest study dating back to 1987 (Thomas & DeRobertis 
2013). A review of the safety of two-way cycles tracks as well as intersection safety measures for 
both one-way and two-way cycle tracks was undertaken (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). 
The results found that cyclists who cycle straight through an intersection on a cycle track are 3-6 
times more likely to run a red light than cyclists who are on the street (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). 
The cyclists who run the red light are 2.3 times more likely to be involved in a collision than cyclists 
crossing when green (Thomas & DeRobertis 2013). The recommended safety measure for one-way 
cycle tracks involved directing the track back onto the street 30 metres prior to the intersection, 
which found a 35 percent reduction in collision risk for cyclists crossing the signalised intersection.  
A study by Schepers et al. (2011) investigated road factors and bicycle motor vehicle crashes at 
unsignalised intersections in the Netherlands. The study included 540 unsignalised intersections and 
a data set of 339 failure-to-yield crashes which were provided from police reports (Schepers et al. 
2011). The crashes were classified into two types based on the movements of the involved parties: 
 Type I - through bicycle related collisions where the cyclist has the right of way. 
 Type II - through motor vehicle related crashes where the motorist has right of way. 
(Schepers et al. 2011) 
A negative binomial regression model was used to determine the probability of each crash type 
relative to independent variables such as infrastructure at the intersection (Schepers et al. 2011). 
The results indicated that more type I crashes  occur at intersections with two-way bicycle tracks and 
reddish coloured bicycle crossings (Schepers et al. 2011). Type I crashes were found to be negatively 
related to the presence of raised bicycle crossings (e.g. on a speed hump) and other speed reducing 
measures (Schepers et al. 2011). The accident probability was also decreased at intersections where 
the cycle track approaches are deflected between 2 and 5 m away from the carriageway (Schepers et 
al. 2011). However, there were no significant relationships found between infrastructure types at 
intersections and type II crashes (Schepers et al. 2011). 
Therefore, literature shows that there are serious risks of injury for cyclists at intersections when 
colliding with motor vehicles (Moore et al. 2011). There is also evidence that suggests that there are 
increases in cyclist safety when infrastructure and linemarking are available at signalised 
intersections (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013). However, the study by Jensen (2008) had findings that 
suggested that blue cycle crossings at intersections only had a positive effect on cyclist safety when 
there was one available crossing. Any more than one blue cyclist crossing led to a decrease in cyclist 
safety (Jensen 2008). There was also evidence that suggested that there was a decrease in accidents 
at unsignalised intersections, where the motorist was at fault, when there were raised bicycle 
crossings such as speed humps (Schepers et al. 2011). 
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2.5 Conclusions 
There are trends shown within the literature that relate to perceptions involved with cycling, helmet 
use, mandatory helmet laws as well as infrastructure. An overview of important trends is 
summarised below: 
Perceptions related to cycling 
 Infrastructure and motorist behaviour are the two biggest influences in a cyclist’s perception 
of safety.  
 Motorists judge a cyclist’s experience based off appearances including apparent gender, 
helmet usage and riding position on the road and then decide on a safe passing distance 
based on the cyclists assumed experience (Walker 2007). 
 Females are the most heavily underrepresented demographic amongst public bicycle hire 
schemes and in general cycling. Females were found to only have made 17.8 percent of the 
total trips in London’s bicycle hire scheme (Ogilvie & Goodman 2012). This is predominately 
due to a lack of perceived safety and discomfort while riding (Titze et al. 2008). 
 There was very clear evidence that there is a ‘safety in numbers’ trend within countries with 
high cycling rates. Vandenbulcke et al. (2009) shows that the higher the cycling rate is in a 
community, the lower the accident risk is for cyclists. This is due to the community becoming 
more aware of cyclists (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). 
 Cyclists believe in the effectiveness of helmets but do not believe they are necessary for 
shorter trips like commuting to work (Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009). Cyclists also believe 
that helmets are an inconvenience to carry around and are uncomfortable to wear 
(Kakefuda, Stallones & Gibbs 2009). 
 
Helmet use and safety 
 Public bicycle hire schemes within countries that don’t have mandatory helmet laws 
experience very low rates of helmet use (81.7% unhelmeted) when compared to cyclists 
riding their own bike (48.6% unhelmeted) (Fischer et al. 2012). This was due to the 
spontaneity of trips, with people not carrying their own helmet and the lack of access to 
helmets when hiring a bicycle (Fischer et al. 2012). 
 There are a number of studies that show evidence that helmets can reduce the severity of 
head injuries by up to 74 percent (Bambach et al. 2013). Moore et al. (2011) shows that not 
wearing a helmet in an intersection-related crash increased the likelihood of possible and 
non-incapacitating injuries by 3.4 percent and severe injury by 34.8 percent. 
 The mandatory helmet law in Australia brought an increase in helmet wearing  rates from 25 
percent to 80 percent and a 46 percent drop in head injuries compared to arm injuries by 
2006 (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). Fyhri, Bjørnskau and Backer-Grøndahl (2012) shows 
that mandatory helmet laws will negatively affect cycling rates and reduces the ‘safety in 
numbers’ trend which will lead to an increase in cyclist accidents. 
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Infrastructure 
 There was evidence showing a reduction in cyclist accident risk with the addition of cycle 
lanes. Hamann and Peek-Asa (2013) suggesting that on-road bicycle facilities such as bicycle 
lanes can reduce accident risk by up to 60 percent. 
 Countries with high rates of both one-way and two-way cycle paths such as Netherlands, 
Sweden and Denmark have a lower cyclist fatality rate (1.6-2.3 people per 100 million km 
travelled) than countries such as Great Britain (6.0) and Italy (11.0) that don’t use them 
(Thomas & DeRobertis 2013).  
 Cycle paths are also shown to reduce head injuries by 8.5 percent but slightly increase arm 
injuries by 6 percent (Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). The increase was believed to be due 
to cyclists having more time to react for a collision which allows them to stick out their arms 
(Olivier, Walter & Grzebieta 2013). 
 There can be an increase between 42 percent and 80 percent in cyclist safety when bicycle 
infrastructure and linemarking are available at signalised intersections (Hamann & Peek-Asa 
2013). 
 There was a decrease in accidents where the motorist was a fault at unsignalised 
intersections, when there were raised bicycle crossings such as speed humps for cyclists 
(Schepers et al. 2011). 
The trend that reoccurred within a lot of literature was the fact that countries that have the highest 
cycling rates also have the lowest rate of accident risk for cyclists (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). This 
trend was due to the change in the community’s attitude towards cyclists, with motorists becoming 
more courteous towards them and more aware (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009).   
To achieve a similar trend in Brisbane and the CityCycle scheme there are two main options that from 
the literature have shown to increase cycling rates. Firstly, repealing mandatory helmet laws would 
have an increase in the cycling rates within Brisbane. However, this would come at the cost to helmet 
usage rates and possibly to injury rates initially due to the fact that the ‘safety in numbers’ effect on 
the community takes time. Secondly, an increase in infrastructure that positively promotes cycling 
for all demographics within Brisbane would help to increase cycling rates.  
The infrastructure option was chosen to be explored further due to the fact that repealing the 
mandatory helmet law would not help change the difference in gender cycling rates as much as the 
addition of cycling infrastructure would.  
Therefore, the question is does the current infrastructure within Brisbane provide perceived and 
actual safety to all types of users of the CityCycle scheme? 
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CHAPTER 3  Methodology 
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter will provide full details on how to assess the question: does the current infrastructure 
within Brisbane provide perceived and actual safety to all types of users of the CityCycle scheme? 
Full details will be provided on the assessment method, data collection and how results will be 
presented in the discussion. 
 
3.2 Assessment Methods 
A quantitative research approach was used on this case study on the current state of infrastructure 
within Brisbane. Data was collected by using a modified evaluation model for assessing the safety 
components of cycling infrastructure within a specified study area in Brisbane.  
The modified evaluation model, originally by Ker and Sidebottom (2005) was used for assessing the 
safety components of cycling infrastructure. Collecting data on infrastructure throughout all of 
Brisbane would have taken a considerable amount of time, so the study was limited to a specific 
target area. The study area is shown below in Figure 15 and was chosen due to it being an area 
frequented by CityCycle users as well it having a wide range of cycling infrastructure. 
The types on infrastructure in the study area include: the South-East Freeway Bikeway, bridges 
connecting to Brisbane’s CBD and the University of Queensland, cycle paths along Brisbane River, 
cycle lanes along roads within West End as well as shared paths within South Bank. Overall, the area 
had a good cross section of the available types of infrastructure within Brisbane, making it a good 
area to assess. 
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Figure 15 - Study area for primary data collection (Google Maps 2013) 
Research into assessment of bicycle infrastructure was undertaken to find a good method of 
assessment with which to start from. A report titled Prioritisation of Bicycle Infrastructure Proposals 
by Ker and Sidebottom (2005) for the Australian Bicycle Council detailed a method for determining 
the performance of a proposed bicycle route based on the following criteria: 
 Strategic 
 Connectivity 
 Economic 
 Safety 
 People and Communities 
The method involved giving each proposal a score out of ten for each of the five criteria. Each 
criterion is weighted according to the user defined weightings for the project. The weighted scores 
are then totalled to determine the most feasible proposal (has the highest score). 
The process of determining the safety criterion involved the use of a bikeability checklist. The 
checklist lists fifteen criteria for which a route will be assessed on. The ratings are based on a 
satisfactory, unsatisfactory method of assessment. The final score for safety of a route is the number 
of successful criteria dived by the total applicable criteria, expressed as a percentage. The checklist is 
shown below in Figure 16. 
P a g e  | 42 
 
Figure 16 - Bikeability checklist for safety (Ker and Sidebottom 2005) 
The criteria set out by Ker and Sidebottom (2005) has some ambiguity in the descriptions. For 
example, the criterion: Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is there sufficient separation 
and/or protection from the roadway? The definition of sufficient separation could be defined very 
differently from a child’s perspective, compared to a person who rides through peak hour traffic 
commuting to work each morning.  
To allow an assessment of the criteria from an unbiased perspective, the following Austroads 
standards were used to clarify any ambiguous descriptions that could be left to user interpretation: 
 Guide to Road Design - Part 3 - Geometric Design 
 Guide to Road Design - Part 4 - Intersections and Crossings - General 
 Guide to Road Design - Part 4A - Unsignalised and Signalised Intersection 
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 Guide to Road Design - Part 6 - Roadside Design, Safety and Barriers 
 Guide to Road Design - Part 6A - Pedestrian and Cyclist Paths 
(Austroads 2010) 
The checklist was then modified to include more safety criteria in accordance with Austroads (2010)  
Guide to Road Design - Part 6A - Pedestrian and Cyclist Paths - Appendix C - Bicycle Safety Audit 
Checklist. The list of criteria covered in Appendix C is very extensive and covered many more topics 
than the checklist set out by Ker and Sidebottom (2005) including pavement surface, vegetation and 
traffic signals. To assess all criteria set out in the Bicycle Safety Audit Checklist would have been far 
too time consuming. However, certain important criteria such as adequate crossfall on cycle paths to 
allow for drainage which is not included In the checklist by  Ker and Sidebottom (2005) was added to 
the checklist.  
The checklist then provided adequate assessment of each type of infrastructure (bicycle lanes, paths 
and intersections) mentioned in the literature review. This allowed for an adequate assessment of 
each type of infrastructure encountered in the study area. 
The checklist was also amended to allow for comments to be added for each safety criteria as well as 
the date of the inspection, location and description of the area being assessed and the a description 
of  the existing infrastructure in that location. The final version of the modified checklist is shown 
below in Table 10. 
Table 10 - Cycling infrastructure checklist for safety components 
Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date  
Location/Description  
Existing Infrastructure  
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all   
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traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
  
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
  
Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
  
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
  
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
  
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
  
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable  
Total Satisfactory  
Total Issues  
Total Not Applicable  
FINAL SCORE /100  
P a g e  | 45 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 
 
The following graph was used in conjunction with the checklist to determine the minimum stopping 
sight distances required. 
 
Figure 17- Cycle path minimum stopping distances (Austroads 2010) 
 
3.2 Data Collection 
The checklist was used to assess infrastructure located within the study area over a period of 2 
weeks.  
The assessments were predominately made during peak morning times 7:30am to 9am and peak 
afternoon times 4:30pm to 5:30pm to allow the interaction of motorists and cyclists at intersections 
to be assessed. Assessments were also made briefly during two night inspections to assess the 
adequacy of lighting along the routes. 
Any routes that had failed criterion were given comments to elaborate on the reasons for failure, 
which was to help draw conclusions about Brisbane’s cycling infrastructure. Photos were also taken 
of any issues with infrastructure or interesting points so that photos could be referenced in the 
discussion chapter.  
There were a number of inconsistencies that were found with maps of Brisbane detailing the 
locations of cycling infrastructure, which made compiling a list of streets and paths to assess very 
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hard. To determine exactly where cycling infrastructure was present, a map was created detailing the 
exact location and extent of cycling infrastructure within the target area. The map is shown below in 
Figure 18. 
 
Figure 18 - Infrastructure present within target area (Google Maps 2013) 
Safety precautions were taken to reduce the risk of accidents while undertaking assessments. A 
fluorescent vest was worn while undertaking inspections of the cycling routes to maximise visibility 
to cyclists and motorists. 
 
3.3 Presentation of Results 
The results are presented as maps similar to the one showing the study area that indicate overall 
scores, as well as scores for geometric design, intersections and maintenance of infrastructure. They 
are shown to help easily identify areas within the study area where infrastructure is inadequate for 
cyclists. Results are also summarised in tabular form, with the types of infrastructure and their scores 
for each criteria being presented. 
Photos from the inspections have been included in the discussion to help illustrate points raised. 
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The assessment checklists for each street, cycle path, bridge and cycleway are included in Appendix 
B.  
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CHAPTER 4  Results 
 
Figure 19 - Street names of northern section of target area (Google Maps 2013) 
P a g e  | 49 
 
Figure 20 - Street names of southern section of target area (Google Maps 2013) 
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Figure 21 - Map of infrastructure within target area (Google Maps 2013) 
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Figure 22 - Map of overall assessment scores (Google Maps 2013) 
 
Table 11 - Summary of overall assessment scores 
Overall Scores   Infrastructure Type   
Score Cycle Paths Shared Paths Cycle Lanes Shared Roads 
100-86% 6 5 14 5 
85-71% 2 - 11 1 
70-56% - - 13 1 
<55% - - 3 - 
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Figure 23 - Map of geometric design scores (Google Maps 2013) 
 
Table 12 - Summary of geometric design scores 
Geometric Design Scores   Infrastructure Type   
Score Cycle Paths Shared Paths Cycle Lanes Shared Roads 
100-86% 6 5 9 6 
85-71% 2 - - - 
70-56% - - 10 - 
<55% - - 22 1 
 
P a g e  | 53 
 
Figure 24 - Map of intersection scores (Google Maps 2013) 
 
Table 13 - Summary of intersection scores 
Intersection Scores   Intersection Type   
Score Signalised Unsignalised Cycle Path 
100-86% 5 6 3 
85-71% 6 - - 
70-56% - 2 - 
<55% 9 20 - 
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Figure 25 - Map of maintenance scores (Google Maps 2013) 
 
Table 14 - Summary of maintenance scores 
Maintenance Scores   Infrastructure Type   
Score Cycle Paths Shared Paths Cycle Lanes Shared Roads 
100-86% 4 5 35 3 
85-71% 3 - - 3 
70-56% 1 - 1 - 
<55% - - 5 1 
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CHAPTER 5  Discussion 
This chapter will discuss the results found from the assessment of infrastructure within the target 
area and link it to the literature to help draw conclusions about the state of infrastructure within the 
CityCycle scheme. 
The discussion will cover the main topics set out in the methodology and will be presented in the 
following format: 
 Presentation of results from assessments 
 Examples with photos 
 Linking results to literature findings 
 Conclusions  
Two maps have been provided with the street names from within the target area in Figure 19 and 
Figure 20. This serves to help visualise the areas being discussing throughout this chapter. 
 
5.1 Overall Results 
The overall results for the state of cycling infrastructure within the study area are shown in Figure 22 
and summarised in Table 11. There are two trends that can be immediately identified from the map. 
Firstly, cycle paths, shared paths and shared roads all scored well overall, with 80 percent of them 
scoring ≥86 percent and all but one scoring ≥71 percent. However, roads that had cycle lanes present 
scored more variably, with scores ranging from 100 percent down to as low as 45 percent.  
The overall scores suggest that cycle lanes within the study area are not as safe for cyclists to use as 
cycle paths, shared paths and shared roads. This will be explored further in the next chapters on 
geometric design, intersections, motorist behaviour and maintenance of infrastructure. The 
assessment results are discussed in conjunction with findings from the literature review to help draw 
conclusions on cyclist safety within the City Cycle scheme. 
 
5.2 Geometric Design 
The geometric design scores were based on the first ten criteria of the infrastructure assessment 
checklist. The scores for geometric design were plotted on a map of the study area shown in Figure 
23. The results are also summarised in tabular form in Table 12.  
5.2.1 Cycle Paths and Shared Paths 
The cycle paths and shared paths were assessed on the criteria set out in Table 10, which included: 
path widths, separation from roads, sharp horizontal turns, stopping sight distances, gradients, 
crossfalls for drainage as well as locations of linemarking, signage and street furniture. 
The results show that all cycle paths and shared paths scored highly in geometric design, with 85 
percent of the paths scoring ≥86 percent. The two exceptions were the Kangaroo Point Bikeway and 
South-East Freeway Bikeway, which scored 75 and 71 percent respectively.  
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The paths all had crossfalls (≈3 percent) and drainage systems in place to allow for drainage of 
stormwater runoff. The grades of paths were all reasonably flat, typically between 2 and 5 percent, 
mainly due to the paths following the Brisbane River. A small number of areas such as at the end of 
the South East Freeway Bikeway had steep path grades of 10 percent but they were only over a short 
distance and were unavoidable due to the quick rise in terrane. There were no paths that ran directly 
parallel to roads, other than the South-East Freeway Bikeway which had a 10 metre acoustic barrier 
dividing them, meaning that there was always sufficient separation of cycle paths and shared paths 
from roads. 
The signage and linemarking for cycle and shared paths was quite good, with continuous linemarking 
and signage every 100 metres. There were areas where linemarking stopped and started randomly 
but this was usually due to poor maintenance of linemarking rather than not having any at all. All 
signs and street furniture were kept well clear of cycle paths. Shared paths had street furniture 
present in areas but they were not posing any hazards due to the width of the paths. 
The most commonly failed criterion for the cycle paths was inadequate stopping sight distances. 
Typically, this was due to a tight bend in the path or from vegetation surrounding the path blocking 
views on a corner. 
A small number of cycle paths had mitigation strategies implemented in spots that had very short 
sight distances. Figure 26 below shows the South East Freeway Bikeway and the traffic mirror that 
was effectively used to allow longer sight lines for cyclists around a particularly tight corner. 
 
Figure 26 - South East Freeway Bikeway traffic mirrors 
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The cycle paths that had the most issues in geometric design were the South-East Freeway Bikeway 
and the Kangaroo Point Bikeway, scoring 71 percent and 75 percent respectively. 
The South-East Freeway Bikeway had two issues which were both due to a small 30 metre stretch at 
the northern end of the cycle path shown below in Figure 27.  
 
Figure 27 - South East Freeway Bikeway sharp turn (Nearmap 2013) 
The path runs next to the Pacific Motorway and parallel to a driveway to the left. The bikeway 
descends at a gradient of 10 percent, narrows slightly and takes a sharp turn to the left. The turn 
could be manageable if the bikeway was designed for a slower riding speed but due to the number of 
commuters riding at speeds of up to 30km/h, the sharp turn is impossible to navigate without 
significantly reducing speed. The turn could be improved with clear sight lines but due to the 
vegetation surrounding the path on both sides, sight distances are reduced to about 5 metres. The 
combination of these issues means that riders coming from both directions on this sharp turn are put 
at risk of an accident. 
The Kangaroo Point Bikeway runs along the Brisbane River from the Story Bridge to the Goodwill 
Bridge. It is used by recreational cyclists and commuters as it provides the link between the South-
East Freeway Bikeway and Brisbane’s CBD. There were two issues with its geometric design. Firstly, 
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there was an issue with sight distances on a small steep crest and turn along the path. There was a 
retaining wall running along one side of the bikeway and as you rode up the rise and turned, it was 
not possible to see oncoming cyclists due to the retaining wall hindering sight lines. Secondly, and 
most importantly, the cycle path failed to meet the Austroads standard for cycle path widths. The 
two-way cycle path shown below in Figure 28, measured 2.25 metres wide along its entire length. 
The Austroads standards recommend 3.5 metres wide for recreational cycle paths and 3.0 metres for 
commuter cycle paths. Regardless of the classification of the cycle path, it failed to meet the required 
standards. 
 
Figure 28 - Kangaroo Point Bikeway 
Shared paths also had some issues with their geometric design. The main problems were with the 
shared paths along Southbank esplanade and Victoria Bridge. 
The Southbank shared path runs from the Goodwill Bridge to Victoria Bridge. A typical shot of the 
path is shown below in Figure 29.  
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Figure 29 - Shared path along South Bank esplanade 
As can be seen from the photo, there is no linemarking available for cyclists and pedestrians. The 
signage for cyclists is also non-existent along the route. This is primarily due to the fact that the 
esplanade is very popular with tourists and so the infrastructure is designed with pedestrians in mind 
rather than cyclists. It should also be noted that the shared path width is typically 6 metres wide. This 
meets the Austroads standard recommending 3.5 metres, but due to the high amount of pedestrians 
in the area, it is still not a very suitable route for cyclists to take. 
The two-way shared path along Victoria Bridge is a key link between Southbank and Brisbane’s CBD. 
A photo of the path is shown below in Figure 30. 
 
Figure 30 - Victoria Bridge shared path 
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The problem with the shared path along Victoria Bridge is the width of the path. The two-way shared 
path was measured to be 2.5 metres wide, which is short of the 3.5 metres recommended by 
Austroads standards. As shown in Figure 30, when there are people walking across the bridge in both 
directions, there is no room for a cyclist to overtake. Due to the widths of this path and the 
pedestrians crossing it, cyclists tend to avoid using this bridge as their link to the CBD and choose to 
either take the Goodwill Bridge shown below in Figure 31 or the Kurilpa Bridge as they are wider. 
 
Figure 31 - Goodwill Bridge shared path 
The literature review found that the ‘safety in numbers’ trend could be improved by increasing 
infrastructure that positively promotes cycling for all demographics (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009). Cycle 
paths and shared paths are the main type of cycling infrastructure that can appeal to cyclists of any 
experience. 
Ogilvie and Goodman (2012) showed that women are heavily underrepresented in public bicycle hire 
schemes. This could be linked to the studies that show that women do not feel safe while riding in 
cycle lanes, due to the close proximity to traffic (Cycling Promotion Foundation 2013). Cycle paths 
and shared paths have a large degree of separation from motorists within the study area which will 
positively promote cycling along these routes. However, it is possible that very inexperienced cyclists 
may feel uncomfortable riding along the Southbank shared path, due to the pedestrians that use it. 
People who use the CityCycle scheme are more likely to be less experienced, due to the lesser chance 
of owning a bicycle. Even though there were two areas that scored poorly from narrow paths, the 
majority of shared and cycle paths scored well for geometric design in the study area which shows 
that these paths are positively promoting cycling for all types of CityCycle users.  
5.2.2 Cycle Lanes 
The cycle lanes were assessed on the criteria set out in Table 10, which primarily judged cycle lanes 
based on their width and whether linemarking and signage was available to cyclists. 
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The results show that cycle lanes scored poorly for geometric design with scores ranging from 100 
percent to 0 percent. The majority of cycle lanes (54 percent) scored less than 55 percent for 
geometric design.  
It was found that when cycle lanes were present on roads by themselves without any parallel parking 
present, they were always up to the Austroads standards of 1.2-2.5 metres for a 60km/h road. 
However, when there was parallel parking present, the cycle lanes widths were completely 
inadequate for cyclists with only four streets just meeting the minimum recommended width of 3.7 
metres for a 60km/h road. The remaining cycle lanes were found to be anywhere up to 1.4 metres 
short of the Austroads standards for cycle lane widths when parallel parking is present. An aerial 
image of Vulture Street is provided below in Figure 32, highlighting how little room there is for 
cyclists in the cycle lane when parallel parking is present. 
 
Figure 32 - Aerial view of Vulture Street cycle lanes (Nearmap 2013) 
As can be seen from the photo, when car doors are opened, cyclists are left with no room and would 
be forced to swerve into the road lane. As the study area is primarily a residential area, the roads 
widths are narrower, which does not allow much room for avoiding cyclists that may be forced to 
swerve into the road lane. Another photo is provided below in Figure 33, showing cycle lanes from a 
cyclist’s perspective along Boundary Street. 
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Figure 33 - Boundary Street cycle lanes 
As can be seen from the cyclist’s perspective, the lanes are narrow when cars are parked on the side 
of the road. If a car door was to be opened, it would put cyclists in a very dangerous position. This 
forces cyclists riding on these routes to either cycle in the road lane or scan for drivers in their cars to 
be wary of car doors being opened. Both options are putting cyclists at risk of a serious accident. 
The linemarking and signage was also found to be inconsistent in some areas. Major roads typically 
had continuous linemarking available but had maintenance issues due to fading from general wear. 
Some minor roads had signage available at the start of the route but had no linemarking to support 
it. An example of this is shown below in Figure 34. 
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Figure 34 - Quarry Street infrastructure 
As shown in the photo, there was signage suggesting that Quarry Street is a cycling route but there 
was no linemarking located along the road to support cyclists. This is sending a mixed message to 
cyclists travelling along this route and will cause confusion.  
Hamann and Peek-Asa (2013) showed that bicycle lanes could decrease the odds of a crash by as 
much as 60 percent. However, there was no literature on how poorly designed bicycle lanes could 
affect crash rates, which is what the bicycle lanes in the study area have scored. 
Parkin and Meyers (2010) showed that motorists will overtake a cyclist closer when cycle lanes are 
present than when they are not. This was believed to be due to the motorist having to make a 
conscious decision to overtake a cyclist when no cycle lanes were present (Parkin & Meyers 2010). 
The majority of cycle lane widths are too narrow when parallel parking is present, with some failing 
by up to 1.4 metres when compared to the Austroads standards. If motorists are passing closer to 
cyclists when cycle lanes are present, but the cycle lanes are narrower than they should be, it could 
be putting cyclists at risk of a collision. 
Parkin and Meyers (2010) also showed that cyclists have a tolerance limit of lateral force when they 
are being passed by traffic. When vehicles start travelling closer or at greater speed past the cyclist, 
they become physically and psychologically affected by it (Parkin & Meyers 2010). This will negatively 
impact on a cyclist’s perception of safety of that cycling route. 
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Within the study area, cycle lanes with parallel parking present have failed in lane widths by up to 1.4 
metres. This means that cyclists are not only getting passed by traffic closer than they should be, but 
they also have to be concerned about parked cars opening their doors. Literature showed that a poor 
standard of cycle lanes would be having a negative effect on cyclists’ perception of safety as well as 
their actual safety when riding in these cycle lanes. This would definitely hinder the usage rates of 
the CityCycle scheme if people do not perceive themselves as being safe while riding a CityCycle bike. 
5.2.3 Shared Roads 
There were some issues with assessing shared roads with regards to geometric design. Initial 
research into infrastructure in the study area did not indicate any shared roads, which meant that 
criteria for assessing shared roads was left out of the assessment checklist. 
Upon finding some shared roads along Riverside Drive and Brisbane Corso, it was decided that 
assessments for geometric design would be based off the remaining applicable criteria. However, the 
results for shared roads were not assessed against Austroads standards; therefore conclusions on the 
adequacy of road widths cannot be made. 
The shared paths were typically quiet streets with low traffic volumes.  The road widths varied but 
due to the low traffic volumes, higher cyclist numbers and low speed limits, it felt like a safe 
environment for cyclists. A typical example of the shared roads along Riverside Drive is shown below 
in Figure 35. 
 
Figure 35 - Riverside Drive shared road 
The photo shows that the signage and linemarking is clear along the shared roads. Signs and 
linemarking are spaced every 100 metres along the length of Riverside Drive. The road widths are not 
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overly wide, typically between 6 and 10 metres; however, motorists are uncommon along these 
roads. Cyclists use the shared roads and the cycle paths connecting to it quite frequently.  
There was not a lot of literature found on shared roads and the effect they have on a cyclist’s 
perception of safety. However, the conclusions from Parkin and Meyers (2010) can be generalised to 
include shared paths. Parkin and Meyers (2010) showed that passing traffic must not pass at a speed 
and proximity that will make cyclists anxious while riding or it will become detrimental to their 
perception of safety. Considering that the shared roads within the study area experience low traffic 
volumes, have good linemarking and signage and motorists travel at a reduced speed along the 
route, it is possible that the shared roads are positively affecting cyclists’ perception of safety.   
Hamann and Peek-Asa (2013) found that linemarking can decrease the odds of a crash by as much as 
60 percent. The shared roads within the target area scored very well for linemarking and signage. 
When coupled with the fact that there is low traffic volumes on the shared roads, cyclists’ actual 
safety would be good on shared roads.  
The results from the infrastructure assessment and the literature review suggests that shared roads 
within the study area are providing CityCycle riders with a positive perception of safety and improved 
actual safety.  
 
5.3 Intersections 
The scores for intersections were based on the four criteria of the infrastructure assessment 
checklist. The scores for intersections were plotted on a map of the study area and can be seen in 
Figure 24. The results are also summarised in tabular form in Table 13. 
5.3.1 Signalised Intersections 
The signalised intersections were assessed on the criteria set out in Table 10, which included: sight 
lines, linemarking, waiting areas for cyclists and whether infrastructure was present for cyclists at the 
intersections. 
The results show that signalised intersections were highly variable in their scores, ranging from 100% 
to 25%. The score range that the most signalised intersections fell into was the <55 percent category, 
with a total of 45 percent of all signalised scoring in that range. 
The signalised intersections all had good sight lines around corners. Even with the presence of 
parallel parking, the sight lines were usually around 30 metres which was enough for cyclists to be 
able to see any oncoming traffic and react according. The majority of signalised intersections did not 
have any form of bicycle detectors, cycle lamps or separate bicycle phases. Typically, the newer 
intersections such as the Go Between Bridge intersection and intersections that attract a high 
number of cyclists, like the intersection of Annerley Road and Gladstone Road, which has the Green 
Bridge cycle path going to the University of Queensland have bicycle crossings with separate signals. 
The detectors worked similarly to how a pedestrian crossing detector would work as shown in Figure 
36. However, they did not provide any more convenience to cyclists than what a standard pedestrian 
crossing would. This type of cyclist-only intersection infrastructure was the only kind found within 
the study area. 
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Figure 36 - Annerley Road intersection bicycle crossing 
Linemarking was inconsistent at signalised intersections, with a majority of signalised intersections 
having only one or two legs of the intersection having marked cycle lanes. Another trend noticed was 
that at signalised intersections the linemarking would end abruptly 10 to 20 metres after travelling 
through the intersection. It was not uncommon for the cycle lane to end completely and leave 
cyclists with no defined infrastructure after proceeding through an intersection. In other bad cases, 
cycle lanes would end abruptly before an intersection and become a left turn lane for motorists, 
leaving no room for cyclists at the intersection. An example of linemarking that ends directly after 
the intersection is where Melbourne Street turns into Boundary Road, shown below in Figure 37. 
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Figure 37 - Boundary Street intersection (Nearmap 2013) 
As can be seen from the aerial photo, the linemarking for cyclists along Melbourne Street from the 
north is very good, with right turn and through cycle lanes with waiting areas provided for cyclists. 
However, once cyclists proceed through to Boundary Road to the south or Mollison Street to the 
west, the linemarking ends and leaves cyclists with no marked cycling infrastructure. This is a 
common occurrence with a majority of signalised intersections. It seems as though intersections have 
been designed without any planning on where cycling routes exist. This issue will be discussed 
further in Chapter 5.5.1 Infrastructure Planning. 
Waiting areas were also typically only provided at signalised intersections in the form of a marked 
cycle lane through the intersection. The waiting area was always adequate when they were present 
but typically they were only available at a small number of the signalised intersections. An example 
of waiting areas at signalised intersections is shown below in Figure 38. 
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Figure 38 - Gladstone Road intersection waiting area 
There was a gap in the literature when it came to cyclists’ perceptions of safety in regards to 
signalised intersections. However, previously mentioned literature by Parkin and Meyers (2010) 
discusses the importance of the separation of cyclists from traffic and the impact it can have on  a 
cyclist’s perception of safety. Once traffic encroaches too close to a cyclist, they will begin to be 
psychologically effected by it. This can be related with signalised intersections and the importance of 
defined areas for cyclists at intersections to separate them from general traffic. 
In terms of the actual safety of cyclists, there were findings from Hamann and Peek-Asa (2013) that 
indicated that there was a significant decrease in the likelihood of an accident when linemarking was 
present at signalised intersections. Their results indicated that linemarking reduced the chance of an 
accident by 58 percent, and when coupled with signage, the likelihood of an accident reduced by 80 
percent (Hamann & Peek-Asa 2013).  The signalised intersections scored very inconsistently, with 
intersections scoring well along Melbourne Street and Grey Street, but also with a number of 
intersections that fail cyclists completely in terms of available infrastructure like the intersection of 
Park Road and Annerley Road.  
The assessment results and literature indicate that the cyclists are safer at signalised intersections 
that have infrastructure such as linemarking present. It is also possible that cyclists also perceive 
signalised intersections as safer when linemarking is present. The results showed that 45 percent of 
signalised intersections scored less than 55 percent for cyclist safety. This obviously has an effect on 
CityCycle users, restricting the routes they can take and feel safe in riding on. 
5.3.2 Unsignalised Intersections 
The unsignalised intersections were assessed on the criteria set out in Table 10, which included: sight 
lines, linemarking and waiting areas for cyclists. 
The results show that unsignalised intersections were highly variable in their scores, ranging from 
100% to 0%. The majority (71 percent) scored less than 55 percent for cyclist safety at intersections, 
with only 6 unsignalised intersections scoring 100 percent. 
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Unsignalised intersections typically had very good sight lines around corners. The presence of parallel 
parking reduced sight lines in some areas, however they were usually always within the range of 30 
metres, which was adequate enough to for cyclists to be able to see any oncoming traffic and react 
accordingly. 
Similarly to the results found for signalised intersections, linemarking was found to be very 
inconsistent at unsignalised intersections. Typically, unsignalised intersections that had cycle lanes 
approaching were found to end abruptly 10 to 20 metres prior to the intersection. This forces cyclists 
to merge into the road lane and can put them at risk of serious injuries if motorists fail to allow 
enough room. 
Waiting areas were only provided at unsignalised intersections in the form of marked cycle lanes 
through the intersection. When they were present they were adequate with good widths for cyclists, 
however there were only 6 unsignalised intersections that had marked cycle lanes. 
The intersection of Dornoch Terrace, Hardgrave Road and Ganges Street is shown below in Figure 39 
as an example of an unsignalised intersection that scored poorly. 
 
Figure 39 - Dornoch Terrace and Ganges Road intersection (Nearmap 2013) 
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The photo shows that the cycle lanes from Ganges Street in the west have ended well before the 
intersection with Dornoch Road and Hardgrave Road. There are also no waiting areas provided at all 
for cyclists. This intersection is also made worse by the narrowness of the cycle lanes along Dornoch 
and Hardgrave Road. If cyclists were to turn left from Ganges Street into Hardgrave Road when cars 
are also turning left, it would leave cyclists with very minimal room to cycle in. 
Assessment of unsignalised intersections was aimed at road intersections only. However, it is worth 
noting that intersections of pedestrian and cycle paths had significantly better linemarking than any 
unsignalised intersection on the road. An example of a crossing of a pedestrian path with a cycle path 
is shown below in Figure 40.  
 
Figure 40 - Riverside Drive cycle path crossing 
The intersection along the cycle path is clearly defined for both cyclists and pedestrians. There are 
also warning signs (not shown) on both paths prior to the intersection to alert users to the crossing. 
The infrastructure available to cyclists along this path is an example of how clarity in signage and 
linemarking promotes safety and helps to make cyclists aware of hazards. This type of clarity in 
signage and linemarking for cyclists should be replicated at unsignalised intersections on the road. 
There was a gap in the literature when it came to cyclists’ perceptions of safety in regards to 
unsignalised intersections. As mentioned with the perceptions of safety of signalised intersections, 
the study by Parkin and Meyers (2010) can be associated with the infrastructure provided at 
intersections . Similarly to signalised intersections, there is an importance of having clearly defined 
areas for cyclists to allow them to be separated from motorists. 
The study by Schepers et al. (2011) found that there was a decrease in accidents where the cyclist 
had right of way when speed reducing measures such as speed humps were located just prior to the 
intersection. However, no such infrastructure exists at unsignalised intersections within the target 
area. The majority of unsignalised intersections failed to provide any form of waiting area or 
linemarking for cyclists at unsignalised intersections. 
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The results indicate that unsignalised intersections are usually not providing any form of 
infrastructure for cyclists. Literature suggests that cyclists could perceive these types of intersections 
as unsafe. Speed humps could be implemented prior to unsignalised intersections if there were 
issues with accidents at particular intersections. It appears as though CityCycle users would be 
further restricted in the areas they would choose to cycle due to the lack of infrastructure available 
for them at unsignalised intersections. 
 
5.4 Maintenance of Infrastructure  
The scores for maintenance of infrastructure were based on the four criteria of the infrastructure 
assessment checklist set out in Table 10. Criteria included and lighting along cycling routes, 
maintenance of hazards and obstacles and treatments of hazards for visibility at night. The scores for 
maintenance were plotted on a map of the study area and can be seen in Figure 25. The results are 
also summarised in tabular form in Table 14. 
It was found that 77 percent of cycling infrastructure scored greater than 86 percent maintenance. 
There were a total of five cycle lanes and one shared road that scored less than 55 percent for 
maintenance.  
Most of the cycling routes provided a safe personal environment in terms of lighting at night. 
Assessments were made on two nights, to assess the lighting along the routes to determine if there 
were any areas that were lacking street lighting. Only 10 cycling routes had dark areas due to large 
spacings between street lights or failed to have any lighting. The majority had well maintained 
lighting and were spaced evenly enough to be considered a safe personal environment. 
There were generally no treatments (e.g. reflectors) used on fixed objects near the road. However, 
due to how well the lighting was along cycling routes, treatments usually not necessary. There were a 
number of bollards on the side of the shared roads that were located in darker areas away from 
street lighting. Reflectors were necessary for these to be adequately visible to cyclists at night. There 
were also issues with overhanging shrubs from a cafe encroaching into cycle lanes on Boundary 
Road. As cycle lanes are already very narrow along this road, this can be a major inconvenience for 
cyclists. 
Nearly all cycle paths were clear of all obstacles like street furniture, signs and low hanging trees. The 
Kangaroo Point Bikeway was the only cycle path that had maintenance issues. At a few locations 
along the cycle path there were shrubs overhanging onto the path. This was a bigger issue due to the 
cycle path width already being narrower than the recommended Austroads standards. 
It was found that utility service covers, grates and drainage pits were present on all types of cycling 
infrastructure. They were quite frequent in some areas; however, the majority were installed 
correctly and were flat along the surface of the road or path. Only two cycling routes had hazards on 
the road, both of which are explained below. 
The first cycling route to score poorly was the cycle lanes along Boundary Road, which scored 33 
percent for maintenance. An aerial image of the road is shown below in Figure 41. 
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Figure 41 - Boundary Road maintenance issues (Nearmap 2013) 
The photo shows the maintenance issues with Boundary Road cycle lanes. There are actually cycle 
lanes on both sides of the road, the cycle lane on the right side of the road narrows to 20 centimetres 
for 40 metres along Boundary Road. The width of the cycle lane is a separate issue from 
maintenance; however, it does create issues with forcing cyclists close to hazards on the edge of the 
street. There are two major hazards over this stretch of road. Firstly, there are bushes which 
overhang into the cycle lanes from the café with the blue roof. It should be noted that the aerial 
photo is a few months old and doesn’t quite justify the extent at which the bushes overhang into the 
lane at the moment. There is also a stormwater grate just outside of the café directly in the middle of 
the cycle lane. Both of these hazards would be manageable if the cycle lanes weren’t as narrow as 
they are. However, due to the fact that cyclists have such limited room, the hazards are creating 
extra problems for cyclists. 
The other cycling route to score poorly was the cycle lanes along Stanley Street, which failed to score 
satisfactory for any of the maintenance criteria. An aerial image of the road is shown below in Figure 
42. 
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Figure 42 - Stanley Street maintenance issues (Nearmap 2013) 
As can be seen from the photo, there are currently major roadworks being undertaken along Stanley 
Street due to the upgrade of the Mater Hospital. This has caused a long line of water-filled temporary 
barriers to be erected at a number of spots along Stanley Street. The barriers have narrowed the 
cycle lanes slightly and force cyclists closer to the traffic. There is temporary lighting in areas along 
the route but it is inconsistent and doesn’t create a safe personal environment. From looking at 
previous aerial photos of this section of road, it appears as though it normally has very good 
infrastructure for cyclists. Reassessment could be undertaken once construction has been 
completed, however in its current state, it does not provide a safe environment for cyclists. 
There were some issues with maintenance of linemarking in a number of areas. General wear from 
traffic and deterioration of the road surface had left some linemarking of cycle lanes and shared 
roads unidentifiable. The spacing between yellow bicycle markings on cycle lanes was also spaced 
too far apart, with some markings being spaced over a kilometre apart. This is important for 
motorists and cyclists, so they can both easily identify when cycle lanes and shared roads are 
present. Without the yellow bicycle marking for cycle lanes, it can be hard to tell if the continuous 
white line is marking the edge of the road lane and shoulder or is for a cycle lane. 
Maintenance of infrastructure plays a very important role in a cyclist’s perception of safety. 
McClintock and Cleary (1996) found that the fear of involvement in an accident is the biggest 
reported deterrent for cyclists. While Parkin and Meyers (2010) shows the importance of having 
infrastructure to separate cyclists from motorists, which will allow them to feel safe. The findings of 
Parkin and Meyers (2010) could be generalised to say that infrastructure that doesn’t make cyclists 
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feel safe would be detrimental to cycling rates. This highlights the need for cycling infrastructure to 
be well maintained, well lit at night and be free of hazards that could make cyclists feel unsafe.  
In terms of actual safety, the previously mentioned study by Hamann and Peek-Asa (2013) can also 
be related to maintenance of infrastructure. Hamann and Peek-Asa (2013) showed that linemarking 
can decrease the odds of a crash by up to 60 percent. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that 
poorly maintained linemarking would minimise the reduction in odds of a crash by some margin.  
Overall, the infrastructure within the study area was well maintained. There were only six cycling 
routes that scored very poorly which could be having a negative impact on cycling rates within the 
CityCycle scheme. Boundary Street was the most critical cycling route to fail, due to its proximity to 
West End, connectivity with Melbourne Street and its close proximity to a number of CityCycle 
stations. There appears to be a need to improve maintenance along that route to help change the 
perception that it is unsafe to CityCycle users. 
 
5.5 Other Problems 
5.5.1 Infrastructure Planning 
The types of infrastructure and CityCycle station locations within the target area were plotted on a 
map and can be seen in Figure 21. 
There are a number of trends that can be noticed from the plot of the infrastructure types within the 
target area. They include: 
 Only one direct route exists for cyclists travelling from Southbank to West End via cycling 
infrastructure 
 The location of a number of CityCycle stations away from cycling infrastructure 
 Cycle paths and shared paths are primarily located around the outskirts of the study area 
 Cycle lanes and cycle paths end abruptly in over 10 major locations 
Each one of these trends has an effect on the routes in which cyclists will use and where they will feel 
safe. 
The main connecting cycling route from Southbank to West End (which are both popular tourist 
destinations) is via cycle lanes along Melbourne Street. However, Melbourne Street is also the most 
direct route for motorists and pedestrians travelling between the two centres. Melbourne Street is 
also frequented by buses due to the South-East Busway which crosses over Victoria Bridge. This 
poses problems for cyclists using the cycle lanes along Melbourne Street, because as the traffic 
volumes increase the opportunities for cyclists to be involved in an accident increases. 
The location of CityCycle stations are shown to be focused around Southbank and West End. This is 
logical, as the two areas are highly populated and therefore the stations have more opportunity to be 
used. However, there are a number of stations that are located in areas that have no cycling 
infrastructure nearby. Stations such as the two located on Cordelia Street and two along the north 
side of Montague Road are located with no infrastructure in the near vicinity to support cyclists once 
they hire them. 
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There are also CityCycle stations that provide good designated cyclist areas but provide no 
infrastructure along the rest of the road to support users. An example of this is shown below in 
Figure 43. 
 
Figure 43 - Besant Street CityCycle station 
As can be seen from the photo, the CityCycle station is located on the road with a marked cycle lane 
for people hiring bicycles. However, there is no other infrastructure on the road to support them 
once they ride away. This does not provide cyclists will a safe environment once they have hired a 
bike, the consequences of which will be discussed later with a review of the literature. 
Cycle paths and shared paths have been identified as being primarily located along the river and 
crossing the river via bridges.  The planning behind this makes sense as you want pedestrians and 
cyclists to be able to enjoy the views along the river. However, cycle paths and shared paths are a 
popular form of cycling infrastructure, as it can be used by cyclists of all experience levels. The 
CityCycle scheme is more likely to attract a user base that doesn’t own a bicycle and therefore, is 
probably less experienced. By limiting cycle and shared paths to only along the river, the routes that 
less experienced cyclists feel comfortable riding is only in those areas. By expanding the areas that 
cycle paths are located, it will make less experienced cyclists feel more comfortable riding in areas 
that are not along the river. 
The map of infrastructure in Figure 21 also shows how infrastructure within the target area such as 
cycle lanes and cycle paths ends abruptly in at least 10 major locations. An example of an abrupt end 
to cycling infrastructure is shown below in Figure 44. 
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Figure 44 - Go Between Bridge intersection (Nearmap 2013) 
The aerial photo shows the Go Between bridge as it intersects with Montague Road. There is a two-
way cycle path coming down from the bridge, with bicycle crossing detectors available to cross the 
on and off ramp of the Go Between bridge. However, as the cycle path winds around the corner past 
the intersection, all linemarking ends abruptly and it converges back to a 1.2 metre footpath. This 
leaves cyclists with no available infrastructure and leads to confusion as to where they are supposed 
to go. This is not uncommon however, as there are over ten locations where this happens on major 
cycling routes. 
Literature indicates the importance of connectivity between cycling infrastructure and infrastructure 
planning. The study by Vandenbulcke et al. (2009) shows how two different approaches to 
infrastructure planning and policies can effect cycling rates and accident rates. The Flemish 
commune implemented planned infrastructure and policies, whereas the Walloon commune failed 
to provide consistent infrastructure and policies towards cycling. There was a higher percentage of 
cyclists within the Flemish area and they were also safer than the Walloon commune. 
The importance of connectivity between cycling infrastructure is supported by the results of the 
study by Titze et al. (2008). The study looked at determining trends amongst demographics with 
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regard to cycling as a mode of transport. It found that regardless of demographics, bicycle lane 
connectivity was positively associated with cycling as a mode of transport (Titze et al. 2008). 
Literature  also shows that women do not feel safe while riding in cycle lanes, due to the close 
proximity to traffic (Cycling Promotion Foundation 2013). Cycle paths and shared paths have a large 
degree of separation from motorists within the study area which positively promotes cycling along 
these routes.  
The combination of the issues mentioned indicates that there was limited planning undertaken in the 
infrastructure needed to support the CityCycle scheme. Literature shows that the issues of 
connectivity between infrastructure and limitations on the location of infrastructure that appeals to 
inexperienced cyclists would hinder the CityCycle scheme. 
5.5.2 Motorist Behaviour 
The results for motorist behaviour with cyclists were not plotted for comparison due to issues with 
observations. During each assessment, about ten minutes of time was allocated to each piece of 
infrastructure. The safety checklist had two criteria for assessing motorists’ behaviour towards 
cyclists: 
 Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists along the route? 
 Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at intersections along the route? 
Observations were attempted while assessing infrastructure but due to a of cyclist numbers, 
observations were difficult to make. Observations of motorist and cyclist interactions were made on 
some pieces of infrastructure; however, they were usually based on only one observation. The lack of 
observations of motorist behaviour on some infrastructure led to N/A scores being given.  
Due to scores of satisfactory or not applicable for motorist behaviour being based on only a very 
small dataset, it was decided not to plot them. More observations of motorist interaction with 
cyclists were needed to be able to properly assess the criteria for each piece of infrastructure and to 
be able to effectively draw conclusions. 
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CHAPTER 6  Conclusions 
6.1 Introduction 
This research looked to investigate cyclist safety within successful international public bicycle hire 
schemes and compare it to Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme to determine if poor cyclist safety is a 
contributing factor to the lack of success the scheme has experienced.  
Background information was initially sought on Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme and international public 
bicycle hire schemes to compare trip numbers and determine how the schemes work. It was found 
that since the CityCycle scheme started, it has been unable to find a regular subscriber base. Its trip 
numbers are currently averaging 0.4 trips/bike/day, which pales in comparison when compared to 
Paris’s successful scheme which averages 6.66 trips/bike/day (Nair et al. 2013). 
A review of literature was then undertaken to determine trends in cyclist safety amongst 
international and national bicycle hire schemes. The main topics of cyclist safety that were focused 
on for the literature review were the roles of infrastructure, helmet use and perceptions related to 
cycling.  It was found that literature was limited with regard to cyclist safety amongst public bicycle 
hire schemes, so the literature review was expanded to include cyclist safety of general cyclists.  
The information provided from the literature review helped to draw conclusions on cyclist safety 
trends and help formulate research questions to explore further. The main reoccurring trend in the 
literature was that countries with the highest cycling rates also had the lowest rate of accident risk 
for cyclists (Vandenbulcke et al. 2009).  Literature suggested that the way to increase cycling rates 
and to replicate such a trend within Brisbane and the CityCycle scheme would be to repeal the 
mandatory helmet laws and to increase infrastructure that positively promotes cycling for all 
demographics. The role of infrastructure in the CityCycle scheme was chosen to explore further, from 
which the following question was asked: does the current infrastructure within Brisbane provide 
perceived and actual safety to all types of users of the CityCycle scheme? 
A method of gathering data was designed to assess the proposed research question. A quantitative 
research method approach was used on this case study on the state of infrastructure within Brisbane 
and how it affects the CityCycle scheme. A modified evaluation model was used for assessing the 
safety components of cycling infrastructure within a specific target area in Brisbane chosen for its 
wide range of cycling infrastructure. The results were expressed in tabular form and as maps 
highlighting the scores which helped to draw conclusions on trends involving the state of 
infrastructure. 
 
6.2 Conclusions 
The results indicate that there are clearly areas where the current infrastructure within Brisbane 
does not support cyclist safety. These shortfalls in safety would definitely be impacting the number 
of trips that the CityCycle scheme generates. 
The following key shortfalls in cyclist safety were found within the target area: 
 Cycle lane widths when parallel parking is present 
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 Inconsistencies with infrastructure at signalised and unsignalised intersections  
 Limited cycling routes for inexperienced cyclists 
 Lack of connectivity between infrastructure 
When parallel parking was present with cycle lanes, the lane widths were failing by up to 1.4 metres. 
This meant that cyclists using these cycle lanes are being passed by traffic much closer than they 
should be, but they also have to be concerned about parked cars opening their doors. Literature 
showed that the poor standard of cycle lanes being provided would be negatively effecting cyclists’ 
perceptions of safety on those routes.  
The results of assessments indicated that 45 percent of signalised intersections and 71 percent of 
unsignalised intersections scored less than 55 percent for cycling infrastructure at intersections. This 
was primarily due to poor linemarking and a lack of waiting areas provided for cyclists at the 
intersection. Literature shows that cyclists perceive the safety of these intersections that provide no 
markings for cyclists as poor.  
Cycle paths and shared paths are primarily located along the river and crossing the river via bridges.  
However, there is a clear lack of cycle paths and shared paths located anywhere else. Considering 
that cycle paths and shared paths can be used by cyclists of all experience levels, to limit these paths 
to only along the river restricts where lesser experienced cyclists can ride.  
There were a number of areas found where cycling infrastructure ended abruptly. This leaves cyclists 
with no available infrastructure and leads to confusion as to where they are supposed to go. It is 
important to fill in the gaps between infrastructure so that cyclists are not left stranded when cycling. 
All of these issues are restricting potential CityCycle users due to their negative perceptions of safety 
towards the current cycling infrastructure. It is important to try and improve these perceptions by 
implementing some changes to the existing state of cycling infrastructure. The recommendations are 
set out in the next section. 
 
6.3 Recommendations 
The following are a number of recommendations that should be implemented to increase the 
perceived and actual safety of cyclists using infrastructure within the target area: 
 Cycle lanes where parallel parking is present need to be widened wherever road reserve 
widths allow it, to at least the minimum Austroads standard of 3.7 metres wide 
 Linemarking and waiting areas need to be clearly marked for cyclists at both signalised and 
unsignalised intersections 
 Expanding the cycle path network to promote other routes for inexperienced cyclists to ride 
 Filling in the cycling infrastructure gaps to increase the connectivity of infrastructure 
The implementation of these recommendations would help to improve trip numbers in the CityCycle 
scheme and help to increase general cycling rates within Brisbane. 
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6.4 Contribution to Knowledge 
This research aimed to investigate cyclist safety within successful international bicycle hire schemes 
and compare it to Brisbane’s CityCycle scheme to determine if poor cyclist safety is a contributing 
factor to the scheme’s lack of success.  
Initially, the aim was to contribute to knowledge by defining trends in cyclist safety within the 
CityCycle scheme and to highlight improvements that could be made, which could be used in any 
future planning involving the CityCycle scheme. However, as the research progressed and was 
altered, there were a number of other contributions to knowledge that were made. 
Firstly, the map of infrastructure shown in Figure 21 is the only map available that shows the exact 
type and extent of existing cycling infrastructure within the study area. The map was created due to 
the significant inconsistencies found in other maps that were initially used to determine the location 
of infrastructure within the target area for data collection. The map, while quite rough looking at the 
moment, can be reproduced or reprinted to be used for any number of different applications.  
The modified evaluation model that was created to assess infrastructure within the target area is also 
the only available evaluation tool that incorporates the Austroads standards to assess cycling 
infrastructure. Slight modifications would improve the evaluation tool, including amending criteria on 
motorist behaviour and including assessment criteria for shared roads. This evaluation model has the 
potential to be reused and modified for further research by other parties. 
Finally, conclusions found on the state of existing infrastructure and cyclist safety within Brisbane 
and the CityCycle scheme can be used in future planning of infrastructure. It should be noted that the 
conclusions are not restricted to only being of use for planning involving the CityCycle scheme but 
also for increasing cycling rates within Brisbane as a whole.  
 
6.5 Future Work 
There is a need for further research into mandatory helmet laws and defining how they affect public 
bicycle hire schemes. The literature review showed that there are strong arguments both for and 
against mandatory helmet laws, however they are both very one-sided in their conclusions.  
The studies supporting mandatory helmet laws all have evidence showing increases in helmet 
wearing and reductions in cyclist head injuries and their severity. However, these studies make no 
mention of cycling rates and the effect enforcing mandatory helmet laws has on that. 
The other studies such as the one by Fyhri, Bjørnskau and Backer-Grøndahl (2012) shows that by 
enforcing mandatory helmet laws, cyclists who like to ride slow and cautiously but don’t like to wear 
helmets will stop cycling altogether and cycling rates will drop considerably. The reduction in cycling 
rates would also have an impact on any ‘safety in numbers’ trend happening within that area. 
If it was found that both studies were correct and that mandatory helmet laws reduce cycling rates 
but also make cyclists safer from serious injuries, it might be possible to undertake a cost-benefit 
analysis method of approach to determine what is better for the community. The question is: would 
the cost of a number of serious injuries as a result from not wearing helmets when using a public 
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bicycle hire scheme outweigh the cost of a more sedentary lifestyle within the community and the 
health risks associated with that? 
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APPENDIX A Project Specification 
 
University of Southern Queensland 
Faculty of Health, Engineering & Sciences 
ENG4111/4112 Research Project 
Project Specification 
 
FOR:  NATHAN GREEN 
 TOPIC:  INVESTIGATION OF CYCLIST SAFETY IN THE BRISBANE BICYCLE HIRE SCHEME 
 SUPERVISORS:  Ms Marita Basson 
ENROLMENT:  ENG 4111 - S1 2013 
  ENG 4112 - S2 2013 
PROJECT AIM:  This project seeks to investigate pubic bicycle hire schemes, define trends in 
cyclist safety and then compare it to Brisbane’s City Cycle scheme. 
PROGRAMME:   Issue D, 13th October 2013 
1. Research background information on public bicycle hire schemes. 
2. Review literature on cyclist safety within international and national bicycle hire schemes. 
3. Analyse information to determine the state of cyclist safety in successful bicycle hire 
schemes. 
4. Design a method to gather data on an aspect of cyclist safety within Brisbane’s City Cycle 
scheme. 
5. Analyse results to determine if the current Brisbane City Cycle scheme differs from successful 
bicycle hire schemes. 
6. Draw conclusions on the City Cycle scheme and propose any possible changes to the system. 
7. Submit an academic dissertation on the research. 
As time permits: 
8. Analyse information on mandatory helmet laws in Australia and define how they affect 
public bicycle hire schemes.    
AGREED: 
 ____________________________ (Student)   ____________________________ (Supervisor) 
  ___ /___ /2013     ___ /___ /2013 
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APPENDIX B Infrastructure Assessment Checklists 
 
Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 1 
Location/Description Green Bridge Cycle Path to Annerley Road Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way Cycle Path 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 3.6m across 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S No major sharp turns 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
I 
20m on a 30km/h path with a gradient 
of 5% 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Drains included on cycle path 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Line markings & signage along cycle 
path  
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S Areas to stop out of the way 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
S Bicycle phases 
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Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Yes, continuing lines 
Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S  
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
N/A  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lamps for lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
N/A  
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Lamps provide good visibility  
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S Well maintained 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 14 
Total Satisfactory 13 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 6 
FINAL SCORE /100 93% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Some linemarking faded 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
P a g e  | 90 
Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 2 
Location/Description South East Freeway Bikeway 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way Cycle Path with signage and linemarkings 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 3.0m wide (two-way) 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
I 
Some sharp turns <10m but warning 
signs and mirrors available to prepare 
cyclists 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
I 
 
5m on tight bend towards northern 
end @ 30km/h with 10% gradient 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S 
Some steep gradients (10%)  however 
cannot be avoided 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Adequate drainage pits and crossfalls 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
 Give way signs, cyclist only signs & 
linemarkings 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S No major obstacles 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S 
Minor intersections with adequate 
sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Give way signs & lines at bicycle 
intersection 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
N/A Minor intersection 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
N/A  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting along cycle path 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S 
A number of telecomm & drainage 
manholes along path, but all were flat 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S 
 No reflectors but significant lighting 
ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S All trees well maintained 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 13 
Total Satisfactory 11 
Total Issues 2 
Total Not Applicable 7 
FINAL SCORE /100 85% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 A few areas where linemarkings stop completely 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 3 
Location/Description Kangaroo Point Bikeway (From Pacific Mwy to Goodwill Bridge) 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way Cycle Path (not shared) 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A 
 
 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
I 2.25m wide 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
S 
1.2m  Pedestrian path between cycle 
path& road 
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S No significant sharp turns 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
I 
 
20m on 30km/h path with 6% gradient 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S 
Some steep gradients but cannot be 
avoided 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Adequate crossfall on path 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Intermittent linemarkings, adequate 
advisory signs 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S No significant obstacles from furniture 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A 
 
 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A 
 
 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A 
 
 
Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop   
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at intersections? N/A 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
N/A 
 
 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A 
 
 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S 
Adequate spacing of lights & open 
areas 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S 
Small telecoms covers but no major 
bumps 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
N/A 
 
  
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
I 
Some overhanging plants & grass 
impeding on cycle path. 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 8 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 73% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Some minor hazards with overhanging bushes 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 4 
Location/Description Goodwill Bridge 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way shared pedestrian & cycle path 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
 
N/A 
 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 6m wide across bridge 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
 
N/A 
 
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S Straight Bridge 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
S 
 
30m on a 10km/h Bridge with 4% 
gradient 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S Adequate drainage along bridge 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Falls adequately 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
 Significant signage for speed and 
shared path as well as linemarkings 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S 
Built off the edge of the bridge (seats, 
furniture etc) 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
 
N/A 
 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
 
N/A 
 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
N/A  
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
N/A  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S 
Adequate lighting and railings on 
bridge 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No significant obstacles 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
N/A   
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S 
 
No obstacles 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 10 
Total Issues 0 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 100% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 10km/h speed limit 
 Pedestrian numbers can get quite high on bridge at peak times 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 5 
Location/Description Southbank Cycle Path (from Goodwill Bridge to Victoria Bridge) 
Existing Infrastructure Shared Two-way Cycle Path 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A 
 
 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 6.0m wide 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A 
 
 
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S No sharp turns 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
S 
 
40m on 30km/h path with 2% gradient. 
Very open path. 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S 
Adequate drainage , numerous field 
inlet pits 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Good crossfall 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
I  No linemarking, minimal signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S Furniture is clear of path 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A 
 
 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A 
 
 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
N/A 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
 
N/A 
 
 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
 
N/A 
 
 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting and open spaces 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S 
Some service covers & grates but no 
obstruction 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
 
N/A 
 
  
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S No obstructions from trees etc. 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 9 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 90% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Lots of pedestrians which doesn’t make the path ideal for cyclists commuting. 
 Mainly good for recreational cyclists and children cycling slowly. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 6 
Location/Description Victoria Bridge 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way Shared Cycle & Pedestrian Path 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
I 
2.5m wide- very narrow, not ideal for 
cyclists as there is a high amount of 
foot traffic  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
S Barrier separating path from motorists 
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S 
On ramp had a radius of 10m but low 
design speed. 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
S 
 
30m on 10km/h bridge with 3% 
gradient 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S Gradients are acceptable 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Adequate crossfalls 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S  Adequate linemarkings and signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A No furniture along path 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
N/A  
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
N/A  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting & safety from traffic 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
N/A  
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S  Light along bridge & on rails 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S Well maintained 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 9 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 90% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 7 
Location/Description South Bank/South Brisbane Cycle Path (From Victoria Bridge to Kurilpa 
Bridge) 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way shared path (timber bridge) 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 
4.0m wide (1m pedestrian lane, 3m 
two-way cycle lane) 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S No sharp turns 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
S 40m on 30km/h Path with 2% gradient.  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
 Linemarking dividing pedestrian & 
cyclist 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S All furniture clear of path 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A  
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
N/A 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
N/A  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Solar powered lights 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
N/A  
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
N/A   
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S Adequately maintained 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 9 
Total Satisfactory 9 
Total Issues 0 
Total Not Applicable 11 
FINAL SCORE /100 100% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good timber boardwalk for cyclists & pedestrians 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 8 
Location/Description Kurilpa Bridge 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way shared bridge 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 7.0m wide 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S On ramp has a radius of 30m 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
S 
 
30m on 15km/h bridge with a gradient 
of 4% 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S Slightly high gradient on on-ramp 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Yes 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S  Good Signage & linemarking 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S 
Furniture is over hanging off bridge 
away from path 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A 
 
 
 
P a g e  | 103 
Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
N/A 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
N/A  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S 
Adequate lighting and security cameras 
on bridge 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S 
Minor drainage pits that can be easily 
negotiated 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
N/A   
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S All clear 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 10 
Total Issues 0 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 100% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 9 
Location/Description South Brisbane Cycle Path (from Kurilpa Bridge to Go Between Bridge) 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way cycle path 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A 
 
 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 3.5m wide 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A 
 
 
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S No majors sharp turns 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
I 
 
30m on 30km/h path with 1% gradient 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S Gradients within range 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Falls towards river 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Very good overall 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S Furniture away from path 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Clear sight lines provided 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
 
N/A 
 
 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Yes, linemarking available 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
N/A 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
N/A 
 
 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A 
 
 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting & open parks 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
N/A 
 
 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
N/A 
 
  
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S Well maintained 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 9 
Total Satisfactory 8 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 11 
FINAL SCORE /100 89% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good pedestrian/ cycle path intersection 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 10 
Location/Description Go Between Bridge 
Existing Infrastructure Two-way cycle path 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A 
 
 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 4.0m wide 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
S Large barrier dividing cyclists from road 
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S Straight bridge with minimal turns 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
I 
 
20m on 20km/h bridge with 4% 
gradient 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S 
Larger than 5% but it follows the arc of 
the bridge, so unavoidable. 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S Sufficient crossfalls for drainage 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
 Appropriate linemarkings and warning 
signs 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S Path clear of obstacles 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines at crossings 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
S 
Signals for bicycles and good 
linemarkings on crossing 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
S 
 
Very good linemarking 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
S 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
 
N/A 
 
 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S 
Cyclists are easily identifiable at 
intersections 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting along bridge 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
 
N/A 
 
No service covers on path 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S 
 Good lighting from lamps provides 
adequate visibility at night 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S No significant obstacles 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 16 
Total Satisfactory 15 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 4 
FINAL SCORE /100 94% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 14/08/2013 Segment # 11 
Location/Description Riverside Drive (from Go Between Bridge to End Crescent) 
Existing Infrastructure Alternating between shared road & two-way cycle paths 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
S 
Ranging between 4.5m-6.0m cycle 
paths 
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
S No sharp turns 
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
S 40m on 30km/h path with 2% gradient 
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
S Yes, quite flat 
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
S 
Good crossfalls on roads and paths to 
river 
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Good signage, ok linemarking on cycle 
paths, limited line markings on roads 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
S Offset to pedestrian path 
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
N/A  
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Adequate room given when passing 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S 
Good lighting along roads and cycle 
paths 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S Limited drain covers, easy to negotiate 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
I 
Bollards on side of road but no 
reflectors 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
S Well maintained 
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 13 
Total Satisfactory 12 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 7 
FINAL SCORE /100 92% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 31/08/2013 Segment # 12 
Location/Description Annerley Road to Park Road (Including Gladstone Road Intersection) 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle lanes & cycle intersections 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
1.3m @ intersection 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 
2.4m in places with parallel parking- 
very narrow 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Good signage & linemarkings. 
Intersection has good infrastructure. 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Clear sight lines provided 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
S Bicycle crossing detectors provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
S 
Good line marking at intersection but 
stops immediately after 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S 
 
Lane is provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Adequate room given 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S Yes 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting & infrastructure 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S  
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
I 
Issues with bushes overhanging onto 
road 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 10 
Total Issues 2 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 83% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Southbound Cycle lane ends abruptly 10m after intersection (Annerley Road) 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 31/08/2013 Segment # 13 
Location/Description Brisbane Corso 
Existing Infrastructure Shared Road 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Adequate signage and linemarking 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S 
Adequate sight distances at 
intersections 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A No signalised intersections 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
S 
 
Yes 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I No designated waiting areas 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Due to good signage 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S Due to good Signage 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major bumps 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 9 
Total Satisfactory 8 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 11 
FINAL SCORE /100 89% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good linemarking & signage stating that it is a shared road.  
 Some leaves/debris in gutter areas. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 31/08/2013 Segment # 14 
Location/Description Gladstone Road (From Annerley Rd intersection to Gloucester Rd)  + 
Gloucester Rd Intersection  
Existing Infrastructure Cycle lanes both directions & intersection infrastructure 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
2.5m @ North bound bus shelter- 
60km/h 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 
2.9m @ Northbound with Parallel- 
60km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Good clear linemarkings 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Clear sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
S  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
S 
Very good linemarkings & signage at 
intersection. 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S Cycle lanes provided 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S Yes 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S 
Lots of street lighting ensures visibility 
of objects 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 11 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 92% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 15 
Location/Description Albert Street 
Existing Infrastructure Shared Road 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A 40km/h- 6.5m Road 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Linemarking available (faint), minimal 
signage. 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
 
No linemarkings 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I  
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Slow residential street 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S Slow residential Street 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
I Limited lighting  
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
I Not treated with reflectors 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 9 
Total Satisfactory 5 
Total Issues 4 
Total Not Applicable 11 
FINAL SCORE /100 56% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Residential street with limited infrastructure for cyclists 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 16 
Location/Description Elliott Street 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.2m @ 60km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Linemarkings present, minimal signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Clear sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A Not signalised 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
 
No linemarkings at intersections 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I No infrastructure present 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Quiet residential street 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S 
Clear sight lines allow for motorists to 
see cyclists 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S Clear of Hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Lighting provides good visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 70% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Residential street with limited infrastructure  
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 1/09/2013 Segment # 17 
Location/Description Quarry Street 
Existing Infrastructure “Cycle Lane” 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (6/0km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A No Linemarking of lanes 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
I 
Signs indicating Bicycle route but no 
linemarking at all 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
 
No Linemarkings 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
I 
 
No linemarkings 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Quiet residential street 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S Quiet residential street 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No Major Hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good Lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 9 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 11 
FINAL SCORE /100 67% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Residential street 
 Signs indicate Cycle Route but no linemarkings whatsoever  
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/08/2013 Segment # 18 
Location/Description Merton Road 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A 
No linemarkings therefore cannot 
measure 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
I 
Signs indicate a bicycle route, no 
linemarkings to support it. 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
 
No linemarkings 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I No linemarkings 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Quiet residential street 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S Quiet residential street 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 9 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 11 
FINAL SCORE /100 67% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Residential Street 
 Signs indicate Cycling route but no linemarkings whatsoever to support it. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 19 
Location/Description Park Road + Annerley Rd Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle lanes + intersection 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A All parallel parking with cycle lanes 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.8m @ 60km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Linemarking provided with minimal 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure for cyclists 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
Linemarkings end abruptly before 
intersection (10m before) 
Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop  No infrastructure provided 
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at intersections? I 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major bumps 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Lighting provides adequate visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 4 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 64% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Cycle lane ends abruptly before intersection. 
  Cyclists forced to go on footpath (Park Rd leg)  
 Annerley Rd has cycle lanes through intersection. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment #  20 
Location/Description Annerley Rd (From Park Rd to Stanley Street) + Stanley Street intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 2.5m North bound @ 60km/h 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.3m North bound @ 60km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Adequate linemarking and signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
S Bicycle phase detectors 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) I 
Left hand turn is marked 
Right hand turn has no markings 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I Only to turn left 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting provides good visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 9 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 75% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Intersection at Stanley Street only allows cycle lanes for left hand turns. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 21 
Location/Description Stephens Rd + Annerley Rd intersection 
Existing Infrastructure  
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 2.0m southbound near round about 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.3m @ 60km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Linemarking and signage provided 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure available 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
Yes- Annerley Left onto Stephens 
No- Stephens onto Annerley 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
Yes- Annerley Left onto Stephens 
No- Stephens onto Annerley 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Good sight lines 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting provides good visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 8 
Total Issues 4 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 67% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Issues with intersections & parallel parking widths. 
 Good roundabout for cyclists. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 22 
Location/Description Dornoch Terrace 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
1.3m west bound @ 50km/h 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.3m east bound @ 50km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Adequate linemarking and signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
N/A 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
N/A  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting allows for visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 7 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 13 
FINAL SCORE /100 86% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Residential road- 50km/h. 
 Infrastructure alternates between parallel parking with cycle lane to cycle lane only. 
 West bound infrastructure much better than east bound 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 23 
Location/Description Ganges St + Hoogley St + Orleigh St + Hill End Terrace 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes + Shared Roads 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.7m west bound @ 50km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
I Inconsistencies with linemarkings 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
N/A 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Lots of cyclists along area 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 7 
Total Satisfactory 5 
Total Issues 2 
Total Not Applicable 13 
FINAL SCORE /100 71% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Roads that are frequented by cyclists due to the river nearby. 
 Starts as cycle lanes with parallel parking before turning into a shared road with good 
linemarkings. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 24 
Location/Description Montague Road to Vulture Street  
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3m north bound @ 60km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Well maintained linemarkings with 
adequate signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
N/A 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 7 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 13 
FINAL SCORE /100 86% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Well maintained linemarkings & road is frequented by cyclists. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 25 
Location/Description Victoria Street + Intersection with Montague Rd  
Existing Infrastructure Shared Road 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A 12m shared road 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Adequate linemarkings and signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Yes 90 degree T-intersection 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
 
No linemarkings at intersection 
 
P a g e  | 137 
Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
None provided 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Wide road allows cyclists ample space 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting for visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 9 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 2 
Total Not Applicable 11 
FINAL SCORE /100 78% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Wide quiet road.  
 Provides access to cycle path along the river.  
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 26 
Location/Description Vulture Street (From Montague Rd to Hampstead St) Including Montague 
Rd Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycles Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 1.2m east bound @ 50km/h 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.1m east bound @ 50km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Well maintained linemarkings 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Clear sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
S 
Line markings available for cyclists 
around corner 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S Cycle lane provided 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good visibility from lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 10 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 91% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Parallel parking on both sides of the road- narrow lane for cyclists 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 27 
Location/Description Hampstead Road + Dornoch Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
1.3m south bound @ 50km/h 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
S 4.1m south bound @ 50km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Adequate linemarkings and signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
S 
 
Linemarkings at intersection 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S Cycle lane at intersection 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good visibility due to lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 11 
Total Issues 0 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 100% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good room given for cyclists.  
 Very steep road (15%) – not many cyclists use it. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 28 
Location/Description Hardgrave Road + Dornoch Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.4m north bound @ 50km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Linemarkings & signage provided 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
I Sharp corner 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
Not on Ganges St. linemarkings from 
Dornoch to Hardgrave as it is a 
continuing road 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
No 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good visibility due to lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 4 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 60% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Sharp corner on intersections doesn’t leave much room for reacting. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 29 
Location/Description Boundary Street (Vulture St-Dornoch Tce) + Dornoch Tce Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.8m south bound @ 50km/h 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Linemarkings & signage provided- 
some inconsistencies 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
I 
 
No linemarkings 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I No 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good visibility due to lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 70% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 
 Narrow cycle lanes with parallel parking.  
 Inconsistencies with linemarkings on road. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 30 
Location/Description Boundary Street (Vulture Street to Melbourne St) + Vulture St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.1m @ 50km/h – south bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Linemarkings provided with adequate 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
½ of the intersection has linemarkings 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
½  of the intersection has cycle lanes 
provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
I 
Some hazards from bushes near road 
and drainage grate 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
I 
Some trees need trimming to provide a 
safer environment 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 5 
Total Issues 6 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 45% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Poor intersection for cyclists.  
 Some maintenance issues. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment #  31 
Location/Description Gladstone Road (From Dornoch Tce to Vulture St) + Vulture St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 1.7m @ 60km/h – north bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.7m @ 60km/h – north bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Good linemarkings & signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines provided 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I None provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
No infrastructure at intersection 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
No waiting areas provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
I Inconsistent lighting along route 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
I No reflectors and poor lighting 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 6 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 50% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Infrastructure ends completely 30m before intersection.  
 Poor intersection for cyclists 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 32 
Location/Description Hardgrave Rd (Vulture St to Jane St) + Vulture St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
S 3.4m @ 40km/h – north bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Adequate linemarking with minimal 
signage. 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Clear sight lines in both directions 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure present 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
Linemarkings starts 10m after 
intersection & stops 10m before. 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
Vulture St has lanes available. 
Hardgrave St has no cycle lanes. 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Room generally given 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S Clear sight lines 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S 
Adequate lighting & near school 
provides a safe environment 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S 
Adequate lighting provides good 
visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 8 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 73% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Intersection needs waiting areas on Hardgrave Street 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment# 33 
Location/Description Jane Street (left side) + Intersection with Montague Rd 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.4m @ 50km/h – east bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Adequate linemarkings with some 
signage present. 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
S Bicycle phases present 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S Good linemarking at intersections 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S 
 
Cycle lane present at intersection 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Good room given 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting along route 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S 
Good lighting provides visibility of 
hazards at night 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 10 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 91% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Very good infrastructure at intersection for cyclists 
 Route turns into Riverside Drive which is a shared road frequented by cyclists 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 34 
Location/Description Jane Street (Montague Rd to Boundary St) + Intersection with Boundary St 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.4m @ 50km/h – east bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Adequate linemarking with minimal 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
None  provided 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
None provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S Room provided 
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting along route 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility at night 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 70% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 CityCycle station has good cycle lane provided until about 5m short of intersection where it 
stops completely 
 No bicycles being used 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 1/09/2013 Segment # 35 
Location/Description Bank St 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
10m wide road 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
I 
Inconsistent linemarkings with minimal 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
No infrastructure provided 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
No infrastructure provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting along route 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 9 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 11 
FINAL SCORE /100 67% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Reasonably quiet street.  
 Some residential, some commercial. 
 Lacking infrastructure at both ends of the street near intersections.  
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 01/09/2013 Segment # 36 
Location/Description Montague Rd (From Vulture St to Mollison Rd) 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.3m @ 60km/h – south bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Good linemarking & good signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
N/A 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility at night. 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 7 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 13 
FINAL SCORE /100 86% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good cycle infrastructure along this route. Ends suddenly near Mollison Rd. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 07/09/2013 Segment # 37 
Location/Description Montague Rd (From Go Between Bridge to Stanley Pl) + Stanley Pl 
Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.9m @ 50km/h – east bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Good linemarking with minimal 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S 
Good linemarking with minimal 
signage 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A Roundabout 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
S Good linemarkings 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S 
 
Cycle lanes provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
I Inconsistent lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
I No objects treated 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 70% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Dimly lit street.  
 Good infrastructure at roundabout. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 38 
Location/Description Stanley Place (From Montague Rd to Grey St) + Grey St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
1.5m @ 40km/h – south bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A No parking near state library 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Good clear marking of cycle lanes 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sightlines on roundabout 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I None provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
Cyclists diverted to footpath. No 
linemarkings at intersection. 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
None provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 8 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 73% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good infrastructure along route.  
 Intersections forces cyclists to merge onto footpath. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
P a g e  | 164 
Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 39 
Location/Description Grey Street (Stanley Pl to Vulture St) + Vulture St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
1.3m @ 50km/h – north bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
S 3.7m @ 50km/h – north bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Adequate linemarkings along route 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Clear sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Good linemarkings at intersections 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
S 
 
 
Cycle lanes provide areas to stop 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 11 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 92% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good linemarkings at intersection with Vulture Street.  
 Cyclists heading south-east merge onto footpath. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 4/09/2013 Segment # 40 
Location/Description Glenelg St ( Grey St to Merrivale St) + Grey St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
I 
 
No linemarkings defining lane. Just 
bicycle painted on road 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
I 
Markings shows only a bicycle- no 
continuous line defining lane. 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
Cycle lanes along Grey St not at 
Glenelg St 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
Only on Grey Street 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting available 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 6 
Total Issues 5 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 55% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Inconsistencies in linemarking along street.  
 Linemarking starts 60m after intersections with Grey Street. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 41 
Location/Description Ernest St ( Grey St to Merrivale St) + Grey St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
2.6m @ 50km/h – west bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.3m @ 50km/h – east bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Linemarking provided with adequate 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good clear sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A Roundabout 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Cycle lanes provided at roundabout 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
S 
 
 
Cycle lanes provided for cyclists 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
I No lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
I No reflectors provided  
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 8 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 73% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good infrastructure at roundabout.  
 Poor lighting at night. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 42 
Location/Description Melbourne St (Grey St to Merrivale St) + Grey St intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
I 
 
0.8m @ 50km/h – west bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Linemarkings and signage provided 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Well defined cycle lanes 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
S 
 
 
Waiting areas available 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting available. 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures good visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 9 
Total Issues 2 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 82% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good infrastructure at intersection.  
 Poor cycle lane widths. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 43 
Location/Description Melbourne St (Merrivale St to Cordelia St) + Merrivale St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 1.4m @ 40km/h – west bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Good linemarkings 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure available 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Good linemarkings at intersection 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
S 
 
 
Cycle lanes available for cyclists to 
stop. 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures good visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 10 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 91% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good infrastructure at intersections.  
 Strange end of cycle lane 20m after intersection. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 44 
Location/Description Melbourne St ( Cordelia St to Edmondstone St) + Cordelia St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
1.4m @ 40km/h – west bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
S 3.8m @ 40km/h – east bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Good linemarkings and signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Good linemarkings at intersection 
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…0Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that 
stop at intersections? 
 
S 
 
 
Cycle lanes provided to wait in 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting provides safety 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 11 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 92% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good infrastructure at intersections 
 Good cycle lane widths 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 45 
Location/Description Melbourne St (Edmondstone St to Boundary St) + Boundary St intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 1.4m @ 40km/h – west bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Good clear linemarkings. 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Very good linemarkings. Right turn 
provided 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
S 
 
 
Cycle lanes provide waiting areas 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility. 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 10 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 91% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Very good intersection for cyclists. However linemarking ends soon after the intersection. 
 Good cycle lanes widths. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 46 
Location/Description Boundary Street ( Coles Supermarket to Melbourne St) 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
1.4m @ 40km/h – south bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
I 
Inconsistencies in linemarking with 
minimal signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Good linemarkings at intersection 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
S 
 
 
Cycle lane provided to wait 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures good visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 9 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 90% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good linemarkings at intersection.  
 Linemarkings end about 20m after intersection leaving cyclists no room. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 47 
Location/Description Edmondstone Street ( Melbourne St to Russell St) + Russell St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
1.5m  50km/h – south bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.6m  50km/h – south bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S Adequate linemarking & signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines at intersection 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Line marking provided 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
 
S 
 
Cycle lanes provided at intersection for 
cyclists to stop 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
 
S 
 
 
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate light provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 10 
Total Issues 2 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 83% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Narrow cycle lanes with parallel parking.  
 Minor issues at intersection regarding infrastructure.  
 Cycle lane stops 10m after Russell St intersection- Turns into car parking with no cycle lane. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 48 
Location/Description Edmondstone St ( Russell St to Vulture St) 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 1.9m  50km/h – south bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.8m  50km/h – north bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Adequate linemarking with minimal 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Clear sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure present 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
No linemarkings provided 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
None provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting on route 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 8 
Total Issues 4 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 67% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Infrastructure ends 50m before intersection Edmondstone St.  
 Cycle Lanes start 10m after intersection west bound on Vulture St. 
  No east bound infrastructure on Vulture St. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 49 
Location/Description Browning Street ( Vulture St to Russell St) + Vulture St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
N/A  
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 2.85m @ 50km/h - south bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Adequate linemarkings with minimal 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Linemarkings provided 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S 
 
Cycle lane present for cyclists to stop 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 9 
Total Issues 1 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 90% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Intersection narrow but some lanes present. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment #  50 
Location/Description Besant Street + Intersection with Vulture Street 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
S 
 
1.6m @ 50km/h – west bound 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
I 
Linemarking only added for CityCycle 
station  
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
0Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
No linemarkings provided 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
No Infrastructure provided 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 10 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 10 
FINAL SCORE /100 70% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 No infrastructure present except for cycle lane with city cycle station. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 04/09/2013 Segment # 51 
Location/Description Browning Street ( Russell Street to Boundary St) + Russell St Intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
 
N/A 
 
 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
I 3.3m @ 50km/h – south bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Adequate linemarkings with limited 
signage provided 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
I No infrastructure provided 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at0 intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
I 
 
Some linemarkings but inconsistent 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
I 
 
Areas provided in ¼ of the intersection 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Adequate lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 11 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 4 
Total Not Applicable 9 
FINAL SCORE /100 64% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Inconsistent infrastructure at Russell St intersection.  
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 7/09/2013 Segment # 52 
Location/Description Stanley Street (Annerley Rd to Vulture St) + Vulture St intersection 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 1.3m @ 60km/h – west bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
S 3.7m @ 60km/h – west bound 
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
 
N/A 
 
 
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Good linemarkings with adequate 
signage 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
S Good sight lines 
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
S Signalised bicycle phases present 
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
 
S 
 
Good linemarking available 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
S 
 
Cycle lane stopping areas 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
I 
Good lighting available- not entirely 
safe with road works. 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
I Some hazards from road works 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
I 
No treatments of bollards or barriers of 
road works 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 12 
Total Satisfactory 9 
Total Issues 3 
Total Not Applicable 8 
FINAL SCORE /100 75% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Major roadwork’s currently happening near Marter Hospital. 
 Barriers narrow cycle lanes and present some hazards. 
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Cycling Infrastructure Checklist - Safety Components 
Ratings:    Satisfactory      Issues        NA = Not Applicable 
Date 07/09/2013 Segment # 53 
Location/Description Vulture Street (Stanley Street to Grey Street) 
Existing Infrastructure Cycle Lanes 
SAFETY CRITERIA RATING COMMENTS 
CYCLE PATH/LANE  
Are cycle lane widths within acceptable ranges 
for speed limits? (60km/h, 1.2-2.5m; 80km/h, 
1.8-2.7m; 100km/h, 2.0-3.0m) 
S 1.4m @ 60km/h – west bound 
Are there appropriate lane widths for cycle 
lanes when parallel car parking is available? 
(60km/h, 3.7-4.5m; 80km/h, 4.0-4.7m) 
N/A  
Are cycle/shared path widths appropriate? 
(Desired width: 3.5m for recreation path, 3.0m 
for commuter path, 2.5m for local access path) 
N/A  
Where paths are located adjacent to roads, is 
there sufficient separation and/or protection 
from the roadway? (1.0m from edge of kerb to 
edge of path) 
N/A  
Are sharp horizontal turns on cycle paths 
greater than the minimum radius? (Design 
speed: 20 km/h,  10m; 30 km/h, 25m; 40km/h, 
50m) 
N/A  
Are stopping sight distances adequate for all 
traffic, accounting for paths, roads, driveways, 
railways, etc? (Record shortest stopping 
distance and refer to Austroads chart for 
minimums) 
N/A  
Are gradients of cycle paths kept to a minimum 
wherever possible? (Minimum 2%, maximum 
5%) 
N/A  
Are there adequate crossfalls on cycle paths for 
drainage? (Sealed surface, 2-4%; unsealed 
surface, 2-5%) 
N/A  
Are special provisions for cyclists provided 
along roads? Such as advisory/ warning signs, 
linemarking, etc. 
S 
Good linemarkings with adequate 
signage. 
Are signs, bus shelters and street furniture sited 
to avoid obstructing the passage of cyclists on 
cycle paths? (Pictures if there are) 
N/A  
INTERSECTIONS 
Do intersections provide clear sight lines - 
around corners and across roundabouts? 
N/A  
Are signalised intersections suitable for cyclists 
e.g. separate bicycle phases, bicycle detectors 
and cycle lamps? 
N/A  
Is there appropriate linemarking of cycle lanes 
at intersections? (e.g. continuity lines) 
N/A 
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Are waiting areas provided for cyclists that stop 
at intersections? 
N/A 
 
 
 
MOTORIST BEHAVIOUR 
Do drivers generally allow room for cyclists 
along the route? 
S  
Do drivers generally acknowledge cyclists at 
intersections along the route? 
S  
MAINTENANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE  
Does the route provide a safe personal 
environment, especially for women and 
children? Is there adequate lighting for safety? 
S Good lighting provided 
Can utility service covers, grates, drainage pits, 
etc be safely negotiated by cyclists? 
S No major hazards 
Are fixed objects close to or on the road (trees, 
fences, holding rails, bollards, etc) treated to 
ensure visibility at night? (e.g. reflectors) 
S Good lighting ensures visibility 
Are cycle paths clear of obstacles such as signs, 
low hanging trees and fences?  
N/A  
RESULTS 
Total Safety Criteria Applicable 7 
Total Satisfactory 7 
Total Issues 0 
Total Not Applicable 13 
FINAL SCORE /100 100% 
FINAL COMMENTS 
 
 Good cycle lanes widths in both turn lanes and main roads. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
